



BUILDING COLLEGE READINESS FOR RURAL HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS:  






A dissertation submitted to Johns Hopkins University in conformity with the requirements for 









© 2020 Levi Mogg 





Students growing up in rural communities are situated in contexts characterized by poor 
economic conditions, largely ineffective K-12 educational policies, few postsecondary 
opportunities, underresourced schools, and limited networks to provide social and cultural 
capital. As a result, students in rural contexts are underrepresented in postsecondary schools. A 
needs assessment in rural Idaho high schools indicated that students experience inadequate 
resources for college preparation and extraordinary challenges outside of school that make 
college attendance unlikely. Building on findings from the needs assessment and a review of 
interventions to increase postsecondary enrollment, this study sought to evaluate the 
implementation and outcomes of a weekly advisory Ramp-Up curriculum designed to increase 
student ownership over their own learning and the college preparation process by developing 
their academic mindsets and skills. Students at one Idaho high school were randomly assigned to 
the intervention advisory section or to “business as usual” advisory classrooms. Findings from 
the process evaluation indicated that additional supports need to be provided outside of the 
advisory time for students to complete and adjust their postsecondary plans. Despite some 
methodological limitations to the study, the outcome evaluation found potentially promising 
effects of the intervention on students’ self-efficacy and grit, though scores on both measures 
decreased for both treatment and control groups (with treatment student scores declining less). 
Qualitative study findings indicated ways in which the curriculum could be adapted to be more 
effective. Study findings also suggest that rural schools need to focus more on providing students 
opportunities to explore career options as they develop postsecondary plans.  
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To date, college and career readiness is often touted as the rationale for policy decisions 
and reform in K-12 education, though the meaning of the phrase "college and career readiness" 
differs among states, districts, and schools (Perry & Wallace, 2012). Students graduating from 
high school will enter a workforce in which many living wage jobs will require postsecondary 
schooling or training, and over half will require a four-year degree (56%; Carnevale, Strohl, 
Ridley, & Gulish, 2018). Large numbers of students, particularly from low income, rural 
families, are not prepared to meet the demands of a more educated workforce (e.g., Wells, 
Manly, Kommers, & Kimball, 2019). While students in rural contexts face particular challenges 
compared to their non-rural peers, very little research in education addresses rural issues (e.g., 
Beasley, 2016). The challenges are multifaced, affected by their settings, and ultimately 
influence students’ choices about college (Koricich, Chen, & Hughes, 2018). Nationally, rural 
students are less likely than their nonrural counterparts to enroll in college after high school, 
attend a four-year university, or graduate from a selective institution (Byun, Irvin, & Meece, 
2015). 
Problem of Practice 
Many of the difficulties that limit students’ access to postsecondary preparation are acute 
in Idaho, where the majority of the districts in the state are rural, schools have limited access to 
resources (Rural Education Support Networks, 2017), and students are graduating without the 
academic preparation necessary for many postsecondary schools (Cahill, Tapogna, & Butler, 
2019; College Board, 2018a). The mean immediate postsecondary enrollment rate (i.e., 
immediately enrolled in two or four-year institution after high school) for students nationally in 
2018 was approximately 70% compared to 45% of students in Idaho (Idaho Ed Trends, 2019). 
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Mirroring national trends, Idaho's high school students face the challenges associated with the 
underrepresentation of rural students in postsecondary settings that will prepare them for an 
increasingly educated workforce (Cahill et al., 2019).  
Context and Needs Assessment 
Five rural Idaho schools were chosen using criterion sampling to participate in a needs 
assessment in Spring 2018. All five received Title I funding, served students in Grades 7-12 or 9-
12, and employed teachers in the Teach For America (TFA) program. Demographic data for the 
schools under study were collected on all students enrolled. The final sample size included four 
male principals (n= 4). Participating principals’ experienced working in any role in rural high 
schools receiving Title I funding ranged from 2 to 20 years, including their previous time 
teaching and other school-based experience. Data collection included surveys and interviews 
with each of the principals, as well as observation of a presentation about college-going to 
students at one school. 
Summary of Needs Assessment Findings 
School leaders shared that their respective schools struggle to create a college going 
culture in which adequate support is provided for students to learn about postsecondary 
opportunities, they asserted that teachers could do more to support students. All school leaders 
strongly felt that their school staff was exceptional at teaching students and providing a 
worthwhile education, but all commented that more could and should be done to promote 
college. 
Schools provided limited structured support and guidance to prepare students for college. 
The schools did not offer electives or advisory periods that provided information about college 
and universities, though there was an occasional assembly. While school leaders and teachers 
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provide students with some access to postsecondary opportunities, there is a need to equip 
students with the knowledge and skills necessary to make thoughtful decisions about what to do 
after high school and navigate the complicated process of becoming college ready. 
Intervention and Research Questions  
Utilizing Conley’s (2014) description of a comprehensive college preparation program, a 
review of literature of college preparation interventions was conducted. Findings emerged that 
supported the notion that schools should use specialized curriculum during an advisory period. 
This study sought to evaluate the implementation of a college preparatory curriculum and its 
impact on students’ college going self-efficacy (CGSE) and academic perseverance or “grit.” 
The following research questions guide the analysis:  
RQ1: To what extent was the Ramp-Up to Readiness program implemented as intended, 
including student attendance/dosage and coverage of program units? 
RQ2: What was the students’ overall experience in the treatment advisory program? 
a) RQ2A: What was the students self-report of their level of engagement during the 
advisory period? 
b) RQ2B: Which components of the advisory Ramp-Up program do students report as 
having the greatest value?  
RQ3: In what way did the students' descriptions of their advisory period experience differ 
between the treatment and the control group? 
RQ4: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ CGSE scores, compared to students who did not 
participate in the program? 
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RQ5: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ academic perseverance/grit scores, compared to 
students who did not participate in the program?  
RQ6: How do students in the treatment and control group differ in how they describe 
what they plan to do after high school? 
Research Design 
This evaluation study used a convergent mixed methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 
2018) that collected quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously, analyzed data separately, 
determined which data would be compared, analyzed the compared data, presented the 
comparisons, and interpreted how the results answered the proposed research questions.  
Intervention Context 
The study was conducted at one of the rural Idaho high schools that participated in the 
needs assessment. Ponderosa High School (a pseudonym) has 424 students, of which 
approximately 30% are Hispanic, 65% are White and five percent identify as American Indian, 
Asian, Black, or two or more races. The school’s graduation rate was 84% and 38% of students 
go on to postsecondary schooling after high school. All participants in the study were ninth grade 
high school students.  
Methods 
Ramp Up to Readiness Intervention 
The Ramp-Up curriculum was planned to be delivered during a 24-minute advisory 
period every Thursday morning for 30 weeks, starting August 2019 and ending May 2020. Due 
to the public health crisis brought about by the emergence of the novel corona virus, Ponderosa 
5 
 
High School did not resume school after spring break. As a result, only 80% of the curriculum 
was delivered to students.  
Participants 
The principal at Ponderosa High School randomly assigned all 97 ninth-grade students to 
one of four advisory periods. Students were grouped by the size of each advisory period (i.e., 
approximately 23 students per advisory period). All 23 students assigned to the treatment group 
and 52 of those assigned to the control condition participated in data collection for the study.  
Measures and Data Collection 
Four instruments were used to measure fidelity of implementation in the process 
evaluation. Three instruments were used to measure outcomes of the intervention. 
 Process evaluation instruments and measures. The process evaluation investigated 
whether the intervention was implemented as designed and planned, and included journal entries, 
attendance logs, focus groups, and exit tickets.  
Journal entries. entries. To measure implementation of the Ramp-Up curriculum as 
designed, a reflexivity journal was kept with detailed descriptions of the planning and delivery of 
the Ramp-Up curriculum, including the quality of delivery and coverage. 
Attendance logs. Attendance logs were kept to measure individual level dosage. 
Focus groups. Focus groups included a semi-structured interview protocol about student 
engagement, which is defined as the amount of time students put into activities and how students 
participate in said activities 
Exit tickets. Student engagement in the advisory intervention was measured using several 




Outcome evaluation instruments and measures. Students under both treatment and 
control conditions completed pre and post-surveys and participated in a focus group.  
College going self-efficacy scale. A scale of CGSE survey items was used to measure 
students’ beliefs about how possible it was for them to attend and persist successfully in college  
Grit scale. A four-item grit scale was used to measure students’ beliefs about their ability 
to persist in their effort at reaching goals. 
Focus groups. Focus groups included a semi-structured interview protocol about 
students’ postsecondary plans.  
Data Analysis 
The analysis of the process and outcome data was conducted using a convergent mixed 
methods design where quantitative and qualitative data were collected and analyzed separately, 
and results were interpreted together. 
Process evaluation. Descriptive statistics were used to examine students’ exit ticket 
responses and attendance logs. For the analysis of the open-ended exit ticket items, journal 
entries and focus group responses, data was analyzed using a conventional qualitative approach, 
allowing themes to emerge from the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). 
Outcome evaluation. The outcome evaluation also included both quantitative analysis of 
survey scale scores and qualitative analysis of focus group data. Independent sample t-tests and 
calculation of standardized mean differences (Cohen’s d effect sizes) were used to assess 
baseline equivalence between the treatment and control groups, and to compare the fall to spring 
mean difference scores on the College Going Self-Efficacy and “grit” scales for treatment and 
control groups. Focus group data was analyzed using a conventional qualitative approach (Braun 
and Clarke, 2006).  
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Findings and Conclusion 
Process Evaluation Findings 
Process evaluation questions include RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3.  
Process of implementation and dosage (RQ1). A total of 24 of the 30 (80%) planned 
sessions delivered to students. Implementation was cut short by the closure of Idaho schools due 
to public health concerns. 
Journal entries. Themes that spanned each unit included high levels of participation 
from students and a disconnect between postsecondary planning and the lesson activities. 
Attendance logs. On average, students’ participation was above 92 percent. 
Participant responsiveness (RQ2). The focus groups illuminated the extent to which the 
treatment and control conditions differed in preparing students for college. 
Focus group. Mid- and end-of-year focus groups with students from the advisory period 
yielded rich details about student response to the advisory content, the pacing of the course, and 
organization of course topics.  
Exit tickets. On average, students' responses indicated they found the content somewhat 
interesting and students indicated they paid attention and planned to use the ideas presented. 
Comparison of treatment and control group experiences (RQ3). Focus group 
discussions highlighted several differences in their experiences. Two themes emerged from the 
coded data, including structured learning and guidance.  
Outcome Evaluation Findings 
Process evaluation questions include RQ4, RQ5, and RQ6. Regarding the analysis of 
quantitative data analysis, baseline equivalence was not met which was likely influenced by the 
underpowered nature of the study and nonrandom attrition of control group participants.  
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College going self-efficacy (RQ4). Students’ CGSE scores in both groups declined over 
the course of the year, but the treatment group’s score declined less than the control group. The 
significance (p) value was .55, indicating the difference was not significant for this small sample. 
Grit (RQ5). Again, students' responses declined in both the treatment and control groups 
from their pre to post survey. The significance value was .13, indicating the difference was not 
significant. 
Plans for postsecondary schooling (RQ6). Analysis of both survey and focus group 
data identified three emerging themes: the “dampening” of college bound plans, a relationship 
between college and career plans, and financial barriers. 
Conclusion 
Findings suggest that using the Ramp-Up curriculum is a beneficial though insufficient at 
building students’ self-efficacy and grit. It is recommended that schools spend more time helping 
students build postsecondary plans. Study findings also suggest that rural schools need to 
consider how to build a college going culture where expectations for college attendance are 





Chapter 1: Factors Influencing Rural College Enrollment Rates 
On December 10, 2015, after almost 50 years of public education reform efforts in the 
United States, former President Barack Obama signed into legislation Every Student Succeeds 
Act (ESSA), thereby reaffirming the nation's commitment to ensuring all students have an equal 
opportunity to an excellent education (ESSA, 2015). The law included provisions that targeted 
improvements in educational experiences and outcomes for students from low income families 
(ESSA, 2015). ESSA also introduced a promise to families, students, and communities 
throughout the nation: all students, despite their zip code or the color of their skin, would be 
taught to high standards that would ensure their success in college and career (ESSA, 2015). The 
legislation offered hope —all students would be prepared for the rigors of postsecondary 
schooling. When ESSA was signed in 2015, college enrollment was decreasing; since then, 
undergraduate enrollment has increased, and the trend seems promising (United States. 
Department of Education. 2018). 
To date, college and career readiness is often touted as the rationale for policy decisions 
and reform in K-12 education, though the meaning of the phrase "college and career readiness" 
differs among states, districts, and schools (Mishkind, 2014; Perry & Wallace, 2012). Students 
graduating from high school will enter a workforce in which many living wage jobs will require 
postsecondary schooling or training, and over half will require a four-year degree (56%; 
Carnevale, Strohl, Ridley, & Gulish, 2018). Large numbers of students, particularly from low 
income, rural families, are not prepared to meet the demands of a more educated workforce 




Problem of Practice 
While students in rural contexts face particular challenges compared to their nonrural 
peers, very little research in education addresses rural issues (Beasley, 2016; Coladarci, 2007; 
Corbett, 2015; Greenough & Nelson, 2015; Hardre, Sullivan, & Crowson, 2009; Perna, 2006; 
Schafft & Biddle, 2016; Wells et al., 2019). The challenges are multifaced, affected by their 
settings, and ultimately influence students’ choices about college (Koricich, Chen, & Hughes, 
2018; National Student Clearinghouse Research Center, 2017; Tieken, 2016; Wells et al., 2019). 
Nationally, rural students are less likely than their nonrural counterparts to enroll in college after 
high school, attend a four-year university, or graduate from a selective institution (Byun, Irvin, & 
Meece, 2015; Hu, 2003; Wells et al., 2019). Using data from National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) from 2002 to 2012, Wells and colleagues (2019) found fewer 12th grade 
students from rural areas (86%) enrolled in college compared to suburban (90%), and urban 
(89%) areas within eight years of graduation. Of rural students that enrolled in college during the 
time period, only 34% completed at least a bachelor’s degree compared to 41% of nonrural 
students. Their predictive modeling found that rural students were less likely to attain a degree 
than their nonrural counterparts (Wells et al., 2019). 
Furthermore, rural students who attend postsecondary schools tend to enroll in two-year 
institutions, such as community colleges (Byun et al., 2015; Wells et al., 2019). Yet, once 
enrolled in a two-year college, rural students struggle to transition to a four-year institution 
(Goldrick Rab, 2006; Goldrick-Rab & Pfeffer, 2009). Many of the difficulties that limit students’ 
access to postsecondary preparation are acute in Idaho, where the majority of the districts in the 
state are rural, schools have limited access to resources (Rural Education Support Networks, 
2017), and students are graduating without the academic preparation necessary for many 
11 
 
postsecondary schools (Cahill, Tapogna, & Butler, 2019; College Board, 2018a). The mean 
immediate postsecondary enrollment rate (i.e., immediately enrolled in two or four-year 
institution after high school) for students nationally in 2018 was approximately 70% compared to 
45% of students in Idaho (Idaho Ed Trends, 2019). Mirroring national trends, Idaho's high school 
students face the challenges associated with the underrepresentation of rural students in 
postsecondary settings that will prepare them for an increasingly educated workforce (Cahill et 
al., 2019).  
Conceptual Framework 
Perna (2006) provides a conceptual model for analyzing and organizing various factors 
that influence students’ abilities to attain a college education. She argues that students’ ability to 
enroll in college is determined by their “situated context” (p. 116). Her conceptual model 
assumes that students’ decision to attend college is shaped by the context in which they find 
themselves. Understanding students’ situated context provides researchers, policymakers, and 
educational leaders a framework for addressing and understanding the factors that directly and 
indirectly influence students' ability to attain postsecondary opportunities. 
Perna’s (2006) conceptual model shares some similarities with Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) 
Ecological Systems Theory, where an individual’s behavior is examined through layers of 
different environments (e.g., micro and macroenvironments). Neal and Neal (2013) 
reconceptualize Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) nested view of ecological systems, proposing a view of 
networked systems in which “each system is defined in terms of the social relationships 
surrounding a focal individual, and where systems at different levels relate to one another in an 
overlapping but non nested way” (p. 22). Perna’s (2006) model incorporates aspects of both 
views, describing an individual’s decision about college as “nested” or “situated” in layers of 
12 
 
context and characterizing a student’s school and community as networked microsystems that 
influence students’ understanding of the cost and benefits of higher education, preparation to 
attend college, aspirations to continue their education, and beliefs about themselves. Utilizing a 
systems framework will be especially useful to analyze how rural students’ environments, 
settings, and social interactions influence their access and ability to make decisions about 
postsecondary opportunities.  
Further, identifying factors that influence students’ abilities and aspirations to continue 
their education after high school has been reviewed from several disciplinary and methodological 
approaches (Hossler, Schmit, & Vesper, 1999; McDonough, 1997; Perna, 2006). Of the 
theoretical models for conducting research on the topic, two continue to be of use, including 
human capital and status attainment (Perna, 2006). Human capital theory is an economic model 
that suggests individuals consider pecuniary and nonpecuniary benefits when determining the 
value of postsecondary schooling, essentially conducting a cost benefit analysis of the decision 
(Becker, 1962). Status attainment models focus on the influence of environmental characteristics, 
such as socioeconomic status and social and cultural capital, on students’ postsecondary 
aspirations (McDonough, 1997; Perna, 2006). 
Both models, alone, are insufficient for determining the factors that influence students’ 
decisions about postsecondary schooling. That is, human capital models tend to focus on rational 
decision making, which does not include all of the factors that influence students’ decisions; 
whereas, status attainment models are limited because they only focus on factors that influence 
students’ decision making (Manski, 1993; Perna, 2006). Such models do not consider the “nature 
of information available to students” or “the ways in which individuals make decisions based on 
this information” (Perna, 2006, p. 114). 
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However, Perna’s (2006) conceptual model of student college choice accounts for human 
capital and status attainment theories and allows for a systems level view of factors that directly 
or indirectly influence students’ decision to attend postsecondary school. Perna argues that the 
knowledge and skills students acquire to make decisions are situated in their particular context 
and include four layers: (a) the individual’s habitus; (b) school and community context; (c) the 
higher education context; and (d) the broader social, economic, and policy context (p. 116). The 
following literature review utilizes an adapted version of Perna’s (2006) conceptual model (see 
Figure 1.) to organize underlying causes and factors that directly and indirectly influence rural 
students’ decision to attend postsecondary schooling. 
 





The following analysis of factors influencing students’ decisions to attend college begins 
with the broadest components of Perna’s (2006) model and then narrows to consider the 
student’s individual context. First, the social, economic, and policy context of rural, low income 
communities will be considered. Then, the higher education context will be explored. Further, 
various microsystems in which students interact with others, what Perna describes as the “school 
and community context,” as well as the relationships among these microsystems will be 
examined. The review will conclude by considering students within their family context, and 
how the types of individual orientations associated with postsecondary enrollment decisions are 
shaped when students come from families who have not attended college and do not necessarily 
reinforce these orientations. In particular, the discussion will consider Coleman’s (1961) view of 
the role of schools in building students’ social capital and will explore how high schools can 
provide the social and cultural capital that helps students develop both the belief that they can be 
successful in pursuing postsecondary education and the noncognitive skills that lead to academic 
success and college enrollment.  
Students’ Economic and Policy Context 
Perna’s (2006) conceptual model suggests social, economic, and political factors 
influence students' decision making in the broadest ways possible, shaping the context in which 
students access their social networks to receive information and how they make decisions with 
the information available. Her assertions echo the systems theory view of the macrosystem as a 
force "that shapes the patterns of social interactions and defines settings" (Neal & Neal, 2013, p. 
729). What follows is a description of how the economic and political conditions in rural areas 
may influence students’ decisions about what to do after high school.  
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Economic context. Perna’s (2006) model considers how the local economy functions to 
encourage or discourage students from enrolling in postsecondary institutions. She goes on to 
argue that poverty and unemployment make students anxious about making future plans, such as 
attending college. Similarly, school staff often describe poor economic conditions as primary 
factor holding students back from higher educational opportunities (Tieken, 2016). Students in 
rural areas tend to access a job market with little demand for postsecondary schooling and 
relatively worse economic conditions compared to nonrural locales (Rank, Yoon, & Hirschl, 
2015; Schaefer, Mattingly, & Johnson 2016; United States Department of Agriculture [USDA], 
2019), evidenced by high poverty, declining labor markets and increased unemployment rates 
(USDA, 2019).  
Rural poverty. Although poverty is a nationwide epidemic, rural areas are more likely 
than nonrural areas to experience limited access to material resources (Deil-Amen & Turley, 
2007; Pittman, McGinty, & Gerslt Pepin, 1999; Roscigno & Crowley, 2001; Smith, Beaulieu, & 
Seraphine, 1995). In a survey of counties throughout the U.S., 64% of rural counties are 
considered to have high rates of child poverty, compared to 47% of urban counties (Schaefer et 
al., 2016). One important distinction between rural and nonrural poverty is that rural poverty is 
persistent, intergenerational, and tends to be more extreme in rural areas compared to urban 
(Lichter & Johnson, K, 2007; Schaefer et al., 2016; USDA, 2019). 
Many students are situated in a context in which the economic conditions may signal that 
postsecondary schooling is not worthwhile. This may be especially true in rural areas, where few 
employment opportunities exist, and the employment options available pay low wages and tend 
not to require postsecondary schooling (USDA, 2019). Students in rural areas also tend to live in 
communities with higher rates of unemployment and lower rates of labor force participation 
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where prime age working adults are not working or looking for work. Many rural communities 
also struggle with persistent, intergenerational economic hardship. As such, the economic 
conditions in rural contexts may indirectly influence students’ desires or interests to pursue 
postsecondary schooling.  
Rural labor market. Rural economic development over the past 50 years has declined 
(McLaughlin & Coleman-Jensen, 2008), and since the Great Recession in 2008, rural 
communities have struggled much more than their nonrural counterparts to recover from the 
economic downturn (USDA, 2018). Rural areas have declining employment opportunities, often 
to have lower wage jobs, and experience a lag in wage growth compared to nonrural areas 
(USDA, 2017). Rural economies also tend to be characterized by the production of goods by way 
of farming, mining, and manufacturing, making up more than 40% of jobs (USDA, 2017). Other 
sectors for employment include government services such as health and education (25%), trade, 
transportation, and utilities (20%), and the hospitality industry (11%; USDA, 2017). Although 
employment growth varies depending on the industry, since the Great Recession rural areas have 
struggled to recover from the economic downturn, resulting in 400,000 fewer jobs. At the same 
time, nonrural regions have experienced an increase in job growth since 2008, resulting in 3.6 
million more jobs (USDA, 2017).  
Rural labor force participation. Although the unemployment rate has decreased in both 
rural and nonrural areas since the Great Recession, unemployment tends to be higher in rural 
areas (4.2%) compared to nonrural areas (3.9%; USDA, 2019). The decrease in unemployment is 
largely due to job creation, especially in nonrural areas. However, in rural areas, much of the 
decline can be explained by a decrease in labor force participation, that is, a decrease in people 
who have or want to be employed. The change is due, in part, to the aging population; however, 
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when analyzing the labor force participation of prime working age adults (between 25 and 54 
years old), a three-percentage point gap in workforce participation between rural and nonrural 
areas has remained constant since the recession in 2008. In short, there are more working age 
adults in rural communities that do not have or do not want a job compared to nonrural areas. 
Although a rise unemployment rates nationally tends to be associated with a rise in college 
enrollments (Johnson, 2015; Schmidt, 2018), this relationship in rural areas may be tempered by 
educational policies and availability of nearby postsecondary options. 
Political context. Perna’s (2006) model also includes consideration of how K-12 
educational policies influence students’ choice to attend college. She argues that K-12 policies 
directly (e.g., through financial aid and tuition) and indirectly (e.g., through resource allocation, 
misalignment of K-12 and postsecondary requirements, and increases in academic requirements) 
influence students' decisions to attend college. The ESSA included special provisions aimed at 
improving rural education. The requirements include (a) increasing the involvement and 
participation of rural stakeholders in developing policy, (b) equitable allocation of resources 
among varied geographic classifications, (c) prioritizing rural as an assigned need (d) additional 
resources set aside for rural schools, and (e) special considerations that allow rural school 
applications to be competitive with suburban and urban schools (Showalter, Hartman, Johnson, 
Klein, 2019). After ESSA was made into legislation, several states with large rural populations 
worked to address the challenges associated with the underrepresentation of rural students in 
postsecondary educational institutions.  
Studies from Oregon and Indiana provide examples of state policy initiatives related to 
postsecondary enrollment for rural students. Noting that in rural parts of Oregon only 22% of the 
population held a four-year degree (Pierson & Hanson, 2015), state policymakers set goals to 
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increase students' postsecondary access. The state’s leadership defined their initiative as the 40-
40-20 goal: by 2025, 40% of students would attain an associate’s degree, 40% would earn a 
bachelor's degree, and 20% would hold a high school diploma (Pierson & Hanson, 2015). A 
comparative study of rural and nonrural students in Indiana that found similar challenges related 
to rural student postsecondary enrollment inspired that state’s policymakers set goals and 
developed initiatives to target rural students’ participation in college (Burke, Davis, & Stephan, 
2015). Many of the challenges that policymakers in Oregon and Indiana aimed to address (Burke 
et al., 2015; Pierson & Hanson, 2015) are similar to those in Idaho where many rural students are 
not attending postsecondary schooling.  
Despite the efforts of legislation and statewide interventions in rural settings, the 
implementation of such policies has seemed to have a limited impact on improving 
postsecondary preparation of rural students (Brown & Schafft, 2011; Johnson, Mitchel & 
Rotherham, 2014; Lavalley, 2018; Schafft, 2016). In fact, educational policies focused on rural 
students’ college readiness tend to focus on supporting the most well-prepared students to leave 
their communities (Carr & Kefalas, 2009; Gibbs, 2005; Schafft & Biddle, 2015; Sherman & 
Sage, 2011). Policies designed to support rural students may be implemented in such a way that 
they inadvertently push the most academically prepared students out of the community while 
limiting the opportunities afforded to other students (Carr & Kefalas, 2009).  
In short, limited economic activity and the lack of policies that target specific needs in 
rural communities are factors that influence how students make decisions about postsecondary 
schooling. Educational policies designed to increase the number of rural students in 
postsecondary schooling tend to be ineffective at improving the likelihood of attendance. Such 
educational policies that aim to prepare students for postsecondary education may only target the 
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most talented rural students for life outside of their communities—or as Corbett (2015) argues, 
students learn to leave their communities as they pursue higher education far away from their 
homes. 
Higher Education Context 
The next layer of Perna’s (2006) conceptual model is the higher education context. She 
argues that higher education institutions play a significant role in influencing students’ choice to 
attend college. Higher educational institutions hold essential information relevant to students and 
families. Such information may be limited to localized marketing and recruiting efforts. Higher 
education institutions also influence students’ decisions based on the characteristics of the 
institution, the requirements for admission, and which students they ultimately enroll. One of the 
most important, overlooked, and obvious influences that institutions of higher education have on 
students is the proximity they have to communities.  
For example, geography influences the likelihood of students attending postsecondary 
schooling (Hurwitz, Smith, & Howell, 2015), as the location in which students grow up plays an 
essential role in shaping the opportunities they have access to (Briggs & Wilson, 2005; 
McDonough, 1997; Rothwell & Massey, 2015; Tate, 2008) and ultimately their career outcomes 
(Chetty, Hendren, Kline, & Saez, 2014; Stewart, Stewart, & Simons, 2007). Many rural areas are 
characterized as “education deserts,” in which a community college is the only postsecondary 
institution in the region, and four-year colleges and universities may be more than a hundred 
miles away (Hillman, 2016; Rosenboom & Blagg, 2018). Hillman (2016) argues that education 
deserts are “places where opportunities richly available for some communities are rare (or even 
nonexistent) in others” (p. 987).  
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Distance from institutions of higher education influences students’ postsecondary 
decisions in several ways. First, distance from institutions decreases the likelihood of students 
enrolling in college at all (Goodman, Hurwitz, and Smith 2017). Second, although some students 
move to attend college, students in rural areas tend to not want to relocate (Friesen, & Purc-
Stephenson, 2016) and may choose closer (two-year) institutions over farther (four-year) 
colleges and universities. Those with family responsibilities are even less likely to move for 
college (Rosenboom & Blagg, 2018). As a result, distance from postsecondary institutions 
constrains opportunity which has a significant impact on the educational attainment of rural 
populations (Hillman, 2016). 
School and Community Context 
Next, Perna (2006) situates students within their school and community context. Perna 
and Titus (2005) argue that school, family, and community provide a social network in which 
students build aspirations, gain knowledge, and make plans for college. Students are nested into 
various microsystems that interact (i.e., school, family, and community) in a network in which 
the interactions among influencers help shape the “situated context” of students (Neal & Neal, 
2013; Perna, 2006). In sum, Perna’s (2006) model assumes that each microsystem acts as a social 
network in which rural students derive various forms of social, economic, and human capital.  
This is especially important given that rural communities are characterized by strong ties 
to community and place (Alleman & Holly, 2013; Petrin, Schafft, & Meece, 2014). Families, 
peer groups, and schools are microsystems that exert considerable influence on students' 
decisions about what to do after high school. Arnold, Lu, and Armstrong (2012) posit:  
A rich microsystem has the potential to develop different dimensions of students’ college 
readiness and engage them in tasks of greater complexity. The experiences of students in 
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their immediate settings can deepen or diminish their academic preparation, academic 
habits, motivation, self-efficacy, aspirations, and college knowledge or cause these to 
stagnate. (p. 31).  
In the following sections, I examine the literature on how each of these microsystems (i.e., 
schools, peers and families) influence students' situated context and postsecondary decisions, 
both in general and for rural students in particular. 
Schools. Scholars have viewed the school, particularly the high school, as a critical 
environment that shapes students’ college decisions (McDonough, 1997; Perna & Titus, 2005; 
Schneider & Stevenson, 1999). Schools that support students’ academic preparation for their post 
high school goals often provide guidance throughout high school, communicate that 
postsecondary education is important, and tend to have a positive influence on students’ 
decisions to attend college (Azano, 2011; Perna, 2006). However, many rural schools struggle to 
retain highly qualified teachers, create a college going culture that communicates the importance 
of college attendance, and ensure that students are academically prepared and receive the 
guidance they need (Byun, Meece, Irvin, & Hutchins, 2012; Fan & Chen, 1999; Kilpatrick & 
McDonough, 1997). 
Academic preparation. Students in rural high schools are less likely to take college 
preparation courses or take rigorous academic courses compared to nonrural students (Irvin, 
Meece, Byun, Farmer, & Hutchins, 2011; Byun et al. 2012). Underparticipation may be related 
to mounting evidence that rural, low income students attend schools with limited material and 
financial resources, especially compared to their suburban and urban peers (Byun et al., 2012; 
Demi, Coleman Jensen, & Snyder, 2010; Crosnoe, 2004; Khattri, Kevin, & Michael, 1997; 
Roscigno, & Crowley, 2001; Roscigno, Tomaskovic-Devey, & Crowley 2006). For example, 
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rural schools are less likely offer advanced courses that prepare students academically for college 
(Gagnon & Mattingly, 2016). Adelman (2002) summed up the challenge that rural students face 
being academically prepared for postsecondary options: “high school graduates from rural 
areas/small towns – and poor students from those areas, in particular – are at the greatest 
disadvantage in terms of opportunity to learn, and consistently evidence the lowest rates of 
college going” (p. 57) 
Teacher quality. Limitations in opportunity to learn for rural students could be, at least in 
part, due to the difficulties rural schools have recruiting and retaining highly trained teachers 
(Gagnon & Mattingly, 2015; Monk, 2007). Rural teachers are less likely than others to have a 
master’s degree or higher (41.9% compared to 48.1% for all public schools), and the percentage 
of teachers with master’s degrees varies inversely with school enrollment size (Monk, 2007). 
Ingersoll (2001) argues that the challenges associated with recruitment and retention of highly 
qualified teachers are not due to shortages in qualified candidates, but the conditions teachers 
face. More specifically, teachers who leave the profession indicate that they do so because of low 
salaries and lack of support (Ingersoll, 2001). This is especially true in rural areas where wages 
for teachers in rural areas are significantly lower than in urban and suburban settings (Monk, 
2007). Lower wages suggest that rural schools would likely not attract highly qualified pools of 
candidates and rural schools would be more likely to face retention challenges (Monk, 2007). As 
a result, many rural schools may struggle to employ highly qualified teachers to prepare and 
support students for postsecondary schooling.  
College guidance. Although teachers and counselors at rural schools seem to influence 
students' postsecondary plans (Deggs & Miller, 2011; Griffin, Hutchins, and Meece, 2011; 
Wilcox et al., 2014), rural students tend to feel isolated (Singh & Dika, 2003) and receive little 
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guidance at school about postsecondary opportunities. In their study, Griffin et al. (2011) 
surveyed over 8,000 rural students (nearly half of whom were from low income families) to 
better understand their postsecondary aspirations and who they consulted for support when 
thinking about postsecondary decisions. Approximately 25% of students found counselors or 
teachers as being helpful for talking about postsecondary plans. The findings suggest that while 
schools play an important role in broadening students' networks to learn about postsecondary 
opportunities, most students do not, seem to find school resources very helpful (Griffin et al., 
2011).  
College-going culture. Research has identified the importance of a college-going culture, 
as schools play a significant role in signaling to students that college is important by providing 
resources, setting norms, and building in structural support for students (Hill, 2008). It is crucial 
for schools to consider their role in connecting students with postsecondary opportunities (Hill, 
2008) and then determine what they will do to ensure students are prepared (Roderick, Nagaoka, 
& Coca, 2009). By providing more support and taking greater responsibility for students' college 
choice, schools can increase the number of students who enroll in higher educational institutions 
(Hill, 2008). One of the most effective strategies to signal the importance of college attainment 
and increase students’ participation involves creating a college going culture, whereby staff and 
peers encourage students to attend college, offer support, and are involved in students’ search 
and application process (Roderick, Nagaoka, Coca, & Moeller, 2008; Roderick, Coca, & 
Nagaoka, 2011). 
Further, schools in rural areas play an especially important role in building a college 
going culture where teachers encourage students to consider multiple college options (Chambers, 
Crumb, & Harris, 2019). McDonough and McClafferty (2001) sought to understand the college 
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going climate in two rural communities of California. They found that support for students was 
limited, and quoted one high school principal noting, “[we] don't have the time to do the real 
college preparation with students making them aware of their abilities and making them aware of 
scholarships and grants that are available” (p. 8). Limited resources made it difficult to create a 
college going culture that was much more than to “prepare students for community college” (p. 
8). In rural areas, where students receive little guidance and inadequate academic preparation, 
college going cultures tend to be limited to high schools focusing on preparing students for 
community colleges. Chambers and colleagues (2019) describe the type of college going cultures 
rural schools need most when they stated: 
While encouraging associate degree attainment, perhaps the most readily available 
postsecondary degree within a region, is helpful, students need to be made aware of the 
wide range of options open to them. This requires assistance in the cultivation of 
students’ dreams (p. 16). 
Peers. In addition to schools, peers are a part of students' situated context, influencing 
students’ postsecondary decisions (Tierney &Venegas, 2006). Coleman (1961) argues that as 
students transition into adolescence, they tend to place greater importance on relationships with 
peers than family. He goes on to argue that students look to their peers for affirmation, self-
worth, and guidance for making decisions about postsecondary school. As students are making 
plans for after high school, friendships and access to peers with highly educated parents can 
influence students’ plans to attend college. 
Friendships. Students often make friendships with those who have similar academic 
trajectories (Bifulco, Fletcher, Oh, & Ross, 2014). Bonds between students tend to reinforce 
beliefs, values, and decisions. There is some evidence that students make postsecondary plans 
25 
 
that are similar to their friends’ (Hallinan & Williams, 1990). Chenoweth and Galliher (2004) 
found that peers had an especially strong relationship on students’ college decisions, especially 
for male students. Their findings suggest that male students who did not plan to attend college 
were less likely to report a friend was going to college than students who planned on attending 
college. 
Peers’ parents. In addition, peers’ family experiences can have an impact on the students 
with whom they associate. Sokatch (2006) found that exposure to students with college educated 
parents tends to increase the likelihood of four-year enrollment even after controlling for family 
background. However, the influence of peers and access to college educated adults presents a 
unique challenge in rural areas where there tend to be lower levels of educational attainment, and 
fewer students tend to have college aspirations compared to their nonrural counterparts (USDA, 
2019; Chambers et al., 2019). 
Families. Although schools and peers have a significant role in determining students’ 
situated context and ultimately influencing their college choice, there is compelling evidence that 
parents are the primary influencers of students' aspirations and decisions. Sociologists have long 
concluded that students with highly educated parents are more likely to attain higher education 
for themselves than students of parents with lower levels of educational attainment (Coleman, 
1961, 1994). In fact, the most consistent indicator for whether or not students go on to college 
after high school is parental expectations (Agger, Meece, & Byun, 2018; Berzin, 2010; 
Chenoweth & Galliher, 2004; Hutchins, Meece, Byun, & Farmer, 2012; Israel & Beaulieu, 2004; 
Israel, Beaulieu, & Heartless, 2001; Kim & Schneider, 2005; Smith et al., 1995), especially when 
parents and students have aligned goals (Ley, Nelson, & Beltyukova, 1996). 
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Educational attainment. Students who have parents that did not attend college may 
experience the most severe challenges accessing college themselves. For example, Choy (2001) 
noted students whose parents did not go to college are at "a disadvantage that persists even after 
controlling for other important factors such as educational expectations, academic preparation, 
support from parents and schools in planning and preparing for college, and family income" (p. 
4). Choy’s findings highlight and crystalize those of Coleman (1961), suggesting that factors at 
home have a significant influence on students' educational opportunities and outcomes through 
their role in shaping students’ value systems or “habitus.” 
Expectations. Byun and colleagues (2015) examined disparities in college enrollment 
and completion patterns of rural, suburban, and urban students as well as predictors of college 
enrollment and completion. The authors found that rural students were less likely than their 
urban or suburban counterparts to grow up in households with parents who expected their 
children to go to college. Rural students were also less likely to grow up in two parent 
households and to have parents who obtained a college degree (Byun et al., 2015), which may 
account for lower expectations (McDonough, 1997; Perna and Titus, 2004).  
Habitus 
The core of Perna’s (2006) conceptual model is the “habitus,” that is “the system of 
values and beliefs that shapes an individual’s views and interpretations” (p. 115). Her model 
builds on Bourdieu’s (1977) notion of habitus, which he describes as a subconscious “matrix of 
perceptions, appreciations, and actions” (pp. 82-83). The habitus is informed by experience and 
informs social action; it is the “lasting dispositions and preferences rooted in family history that 
generate and bound action” (Horvat, 2001, p. 206). Students are not merely rational actors in the 
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world making decisions; they are socialized beings internalizing information around them that 
guides their beliefs about themselves and what they should do. 
Students’ social networks (i.e., school, peers, and families) influence their access to 
cultural and social capital, which shapes their habitus and ultimately students’ college choice. 
As it pertains to college readiness and preparation, McDonough (1997) observed, “a student’s 
college choice will make sense in the context of that student’s friends, family, and outlook, or 
habitus” (p. 8). Horvat (2001) acknowledged students’ habitus is situated in a context in which 
they enact social and cultural capital. Thus, it is the interdependent nature of all microsystems 
(family, peers, and school) to work together to provide students with an ecosystem that 
communicates information about the college process, influences how they make sense of the 
information, and shapes what students think about their capabilities.  
Cultural capital. Cultural capital refers to a symbolic good that students learn to access 
and maintain class status (Hossler et al., 1999; McDonough, 1997; Perna, 2006). In terms of 
college choice, cultural capital is often the cultural knowledge and value for postsecondary 
schooling (Perna, 2006). One of the most important settings for students to access cultural capital 
is the home, where they rely heavily on relationships to learn about postsecondary opportunities 
(Griffin et al., 2011). Perna (2006) argues that parental educational attainment can be used as a 
proxy measure for knowledge and values. Families without a college education themselves are 
largely unequipped to support students’ inquiries about college (Kim, & Schneider, 2005; Petrin 
et al., 2014; Wilcox, Angelis, Baker, & Lawson, 2014). In short, students in rural areas access 




Social capital. The function of social capital is widely debated (Lin, 2000; Putnam, 2000) 
and can include the transmission of values, culture, and trust (Putnam, 2000). Social capital can 
exist in strong and weak ties between individuals and within groups (Putnam, 2000). Portes 
(1998) describes social capital as “the ability of actors to secure benefits by virtue of 
membership in social networks or other social structures” (p. 6). For students, social capital is the 
sum of the social links and social relations that can be leveraged to improve a student’s 
experience in society (Means, Clayton, Conzelmann, Baynes, & Umbach, 2016). Social capital is 
accessed through social networks and exist in the form of information about college and support 
with the process of attending college (Perna, 2006). 
Like cultural capital, limited material resources often restrict access to social capital, 
which influences the information students can obtain about postsecondary schooling (Byun et al. 
2012). Plank and Jordan (2001) found that students in poverty had limited access to social 
networks—and the resources that came from those networks. The authors concluded that 
students from low-income families were unable to access higher education because they rarely 
received adequate support, guidance, information, or expectations to maximize their potential 
when making decisions about what to do after high school (Plank & Jordan, 2001). 
Students growing up in rural communities are situated in contexts characterized by poor 
economic conditions, largely ineffective K-12 educational policies, few postsecondary 
opportunities, under-resourced schools, and limited social networks to provide social and cultural 
capital. As a result, many rural students do not consider postsecondary schooling a viable option, 
and rural students continue to be underrepresented in postsecondary settings. The following 
section will discuss how schools might be a source of social and cultural capital for rural 
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students, thereby providing social and cultural capital, shaping rural students’ habitus as they 
consider their postsecondary choices.  
College Choice: Predisposition, Search, and Choice 
Students in rural areas are generally underprepared in the three phases of the college 
choice process: preparation, search, and choice (Hossler et al., 1999; Perna, 2006). St. John and 
Asker (2001) argue that students must determine their future aspirations (i.e., preparation), 
possible postsecondary pathways to consider (i.e., search), and which institution to attend (i.e., 
choice). Perna (2006) describes the initial phase of college readiness as “predisposition,” which 
includes “aspirations, expectations, and plans” (p. 126). Schools can play an essential role in 
influencing students’ aspirations and decisions to attend college (Hossler et al., 1999; 
McDonough, 1997; Perna, 2006), and shaping students’ habitus. McDonough (1997) 
acknowledged:  
Sometimes the overall climate of expectations of the school will make up for the gap in 
individual families' knowledge... Individuals who lack college choice cultural capital are 
dependent upon the sponsorship of the guidance counselor to help them receive insider 
information and marshal the organizational resources that back their college aspirations 
(p. 100-101). 
There is mounting evidence that schools can increase students' social capital by building 
a college going culture (i.e., expectations for college attendance) and providing structured 
support (i.e., guidance from school staff to support students through the college choice process; 
Farmer-Hinton, 2008; Roderick et al., 2008). In addition, there is a growing body of research that 
shows schools also prepare students for college by building their noncognitive skills, such as 
academic perseverance and grit, and self-efficacy or students’ belief in their capabilities 
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(Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007; Farrington et al., 2012). As students begin to 
develop a strong sense of self-worth, academic mindsets, and academic abilities, it improves 
their school performance and increases college aspirations and the likelihood of being successful 
in college (Farrington et al., 2012).  
Because students’ habitus is malleable and rural schools have been identified as a source 
of social capital for rural students in their pursuit of postsecondary education, it is important to 
explore the extent to which rural high schools are shaping students situated context by preparing 
students academically for college, offering structured support, and creating a college going 
culture (Roderick et al., 2008). In the following chapter, I present a needs assessment regarding 




Chapter 2: Postsecondary Preparation and Support: Needs Assessment 
As described in Chapter 1, rural students’ situated contexts are influenced by many 
factors that shape their habitus and their choice to attend college. High schools play an essential 
role in providing students with social and cultural capital by ensuring students are academically 
prepared, holding expectations for attendance, and providing support through the college choice 
process. This chapter describes a needs assessment intended to identify what rural schools in 
Idaho do to provide students with such a college-going culture. First, the context of Idaho’s 
school system will be provided. Then, the purpose of the study will be described. Next, a detailed 
account of the research design will be explained. Finally, the findings will be discussed. 
Context of Study 
The context of this needs assessment was rural public secondary schools in Idaho. The 
state that was ranked 50th among the states for per-pupil spending in 2017 (Rural Education 
Support Networks, 2017). Rural districts have fewer than 20 enrolled students per mile or exist 
within a county containing less than 25,000 residents (Idaho State Department of Education, 
2018). Of the state's 116 public school districts, 102 are rural. Rural districts reported an eight-
point gap in English and a seven-point gap in mathematics on standardized test achievement 
compared with nonrural districts (Rural Education Support Networks, 2017). Additionally, less 
than half of the families in rural school districts in Idaho believe that schools provide students 
with a worthwhile education (Idaho Education News, 2017). As one Idahoan parent noted: 
"there's so much wrong with [the school system] that a complete overhaul is necessary" (Idaho 
Education News, 2019). 
Families' and stakeholders' dissatisfaction with Idaho's schools may reflect a combination 
of many challenges, including low rates of graduation, academic proficiency, postsecondary 
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enrollment, and per-pupil spending (Cahill et al., 2019). The graduation rate of high school 
students in Idaho has grown to 80.6% in the past three years, which ranks Idaho 43rd in the 
nation (Cahill et al., 2019). Less than one-half of high school students (39%) read on grade level 
(Cahill et al., 2019). Although the Idaho State Board of Education has defined a set of mandatory 
competencies for college preparation that high schools must include in the curriculum, there is 
little evidence that schools are held accountable for preparing students for college (Cahill et al., 
2019). Less than half of high school graduates (45%) immediately enrolled in postsecondary 
upon high school graduation, compared to approximately 70% of students nationally (Cahill et 
al., 2019). The national average for per-pupil expenditure remained at approximately $12,526, 
ranking Idaho 49th, with an average of $8,422 per-pupil spending (Education Week, 2018).  
As mentioned in Chapter 1, rural schools have difficulty recruiting and retaining highly 
qualified teachers. Although teachers are traditionally trained and certified by higher education 
institutions, in 2015, the Idaho State Department of Education partnered with Teach For America 
(TFA), an alternative route to teacher certification, as a means to recruit prospective teachers. 
TFA is a national nonprofit organization that recruits emerging educational leaders from across 
the country, provides training, and supports the recruits as they teach in low income schools for 
two years. Most recruits are recent college graduates in fields outside of education. In Idaho, 
TFA is an authorized teacher preparation program. After TFA teachers teach for two years on a 
temporary certification and complete the programs' requirements, TFA teachers are eligible to 
apply for full certification (i.e., a renewable teacher certificate). Although TFA has been 
controversial among educators and policymakers (e.g., teachers commit to only two years of 
teaching), the organization has a history of improving student outcomes (Penner, 2016). 
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In Idaho, TFA places approximately 20 teachers throughout nine districts each year. TFA 
placement schools must qualify for Title I funding, which requires that at least 40% of their 
students qualify free and reduced-price meals (FARM; USDA, 2018). FARM is a program 
designed for families who earn less than 185% of the federal poverty level, which is currently 
$46,435 for a family of four (USDA, 2018). Qualification for Title I funding is often used to 
indicate the level of students' socioeconomic status within a school (Sass et al., 2012). 
The following needs assessment focused on schools that received Title I funding, with 
less than 500 students enrolled in Grades 9-12 or 7-12, and that employ TFA teachers. Five of 
the nine TFA placement high schools meet the criteria. 
Purpose of Study  
The purpose of the following needs assessment is to ascertain the extent to which rural 
high schools are shaping students’ situated context by ensuring students are prepared 
academically, offering structured support (i.e., guidance from school staff to support students 
through the college choice process) and creating a college going culture (i.e., expectations for 
college attendance; Roderick et al., 2008). This assessment is also expected to identify areas of 
need that could potentially be addressed with school-based interventions. The study addressed 
the following research questions:  
RQ1: To what extent are high schools preparing students to enroll in postsecondary 
institutions? 
RQ2: What types of support are students receiving for postsecondary opportunities?  






A convergent parallel mixed methods research design was utilized for the needs 
assessment. Quantitative and qualitative data were collected simultaneously and analyzed 
separately. Then, the data were compared and analyzed together. Comparisons are presented and 
interpreted to address the proposed research questions (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The 
following section includes a description of the participants, measures and instrumentation, and 
the data collection and analysis procedures.  
Participants  
Five rural schools were chosen using criterion sampling, a purposeful sampling strategy, 
in which specific attributes of the sample are determined from the outset (Patton, 1990). The 
rural Idaho schools that participated in this needs assessment received Title I funding, served 
students in Grades 7-12 or 9-12, and employed teachers in the TFA program.  
Demographic data for the schools under study were collected on students enrolled in 
during the 2017–2018 school year. Table 2.1 includes contextual information relating to the 
student population, certified teachers, percent of students receiving FARM, and per pupil 
expenditures. 
Table 2.1  
School Demographics 








School 1 9-12 345 19 54 $6,145 
School 2 7-12 400 25 47 $6,558 
School 3 9-12 424 26 55 $6,537 




At each of the schools, most students identified as White, with Hispanic students making 
up between one fifth and one third of the student body. Table 2.2 includes the racial and ethnic 
demographics of each school in percentages.  
Table 2.2  













School 1 0.9 0.8 0.3 32.2 — 0.9 64.9 
School 2 0.2 0.8 0 20.8 — 0.8 77.4 
School 3 0.5 0.2 0.7 29.5 0.2 3.5 65.4 
School 4 1.1 0.6 0.2 27.2 — 0.6 70.3 
 
Principals of the five schools that met the criteria outlined were recruited for the study1 
and expressed interest. However, only four principals had the availability to participate in the 
study. Principals’ experience working in any role in rural high schools receiving Title I funding 
ranged from 2 to 20 years, including their previous time teaching and other school-based 





1 Due to IRB limitations for the needs assessment study, it was not possible to include minors 
(students) as research participants. The needs assessment therefore includes only data collected from 
adults and could not assess needs from a student’s perspective. 
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Measures and Instrumentation 
Data sources included secondary data, surveys, interviews, and field notes. Table 2.3 
provides a matrix that summarizes the research question, constructs, data source, and data 
gathering tools. 
Table 2.3  
Data Gathering Matrix 
Research Question  Construct  Data Source  Data Gathering 
Tool  
To what extent are high schools 






Trends Data  
Secondary Data 
 
What types of support are students 









To what extent do principals perceive 
there is a “college going culture” in 










Secondary data. Secondary data included graduation rates, Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) 
scores,2 and postsecondary enrollment rates.  
Field notes. Field notes were taken during the observation of a college informational 
session that a principal presented to students.  
Surveys. A survey was developed to measure college going culture and included five 
questions that were adapted from Roderick et al. (2008). For college going culture, the level of 
agreement was measured on a four-point scale (i.e., strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly 
agree). College going culture is the extent to which the expectations for college in the school 
environment (Roderick et al., 2008). A sample survey item related to school culture is: “Teachers 
feel that it is part of their job to prepare students for success in college.”  
Interviews. Semi structured interview questions were created after an initial analysis of 
survey responses (see Appendix A). Sample questions from the interviews include: “Why did 





2 The SAT score is generally listed as a composite score, comprised of an evidenced based reading score 
and mathematics score, each worth 800 points for a total of 1600 points (College Board, 2018a). The College Board 
also provides a benchmark indicator that predicts with a 75% likelihood that students who receive a score of 480 in 
evidenced based reading and writing and 530 in mathematics would receive a passing grade in their first semester of 
a college course (College Board, 2018a). 
Although the SAT has some predictive validity, research on the SAT suggests family background and 
income influence SAT scores and the test itself is biased, favoring higher income and White students over their low-
income and Black counterparts (Dixon-Román, Everson, & Mcardle, 2013). An overreliance on the standardized test 
for enrollment decisions has been acknowledged by university systems, such as the University of California 
(Jaschik, 2020). The University of California system and others plan to phase out using the SAT score or developing 
a more comprehensive assessment of students’ readiness. Using SAT scores alone to denote “college readiness” is 
an imprecise, and some would argue inappropriate measure. The use of mean SAT scores in this needs assessment 
will be analyzed among other measures to determine the extent to which Idaho students are prepared for 
postsecondary schooling, with an acknowledgement that the SAT is a problematic measure of student readiness, 
especially for students of color and economically disadvantaged students.  
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Data Collection and Analysis Procedure 
All principals were emailed information about the study. Once the participants agreed to 
meet, they were given an informed consent form. Additionally, the interview script was read 
aloud to each of the participants to ensure that they were aware of the voluntary nature of their 
participation, the purpose of the study, and the confidentiality of their responses. In this section I 
will describe how the data were collected and analyzed. 
Data Collection. Data were collected in the following order: field notes, surveys, 
interviews, and secondary data.  
Field notes. Field note data were collected during a college information activity, 
approximately one hour in duration. Field notes were completed following Hatch’s (2002) 
recommendation, where the observer takes raw field notes and then immediately fills in 
information after the field visit with anything from memory. 
Surveys. Surveys were sent to principals via email. Responses were collected prior to the 
interviews via email.  
Interviews. Interviews were conducted at a time and location convenient to the principal. 
One interview took place over the phone and three took place at principals’ respective schools. 
Interviews were approximately 30 minutes long, and the conversations were transcribed 
verbatim. The interviews were designed to follow up on survey questions about the college going 
culture of the school. 
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Secondary data. Secondary data were collected from the Idaho Ed Trends3 website, then 
added to an excel spreadsheet for analysis.  
Data analysis. Analysis of field notes data was followed by analysis of quantitative 
sources and the interview data. 
Qualitative data sources. Field note and interview data were analyzed using Braun and 
Clarke’s (2006) six phase thematic analysis. After becoming familiar the data, original codes 
were generated, codes were explored for themes, themes were examined and defined, and a 
summary of the results were produced.  
Quantitative data sources. Survey responses, SAT scores, graduation rates, and 
postsecondary enrollment rates were analyzed using descriptive statistics. The data were 
presented in a table for each of the schools under study in order to facilitate comparisons.  
Findings and Discussion 
The following section provides a discussion of the research questions and findings. The 
section will be organized by each research question.  





3 Idaho Ed Trends, a publicly available website (www.IdahoEdTrends.org) aggregates data from the Idaho 
State Department of Education, the National Center for Education Statistics, and the National Student Clearinghouse 
and compares schools in Idaho to improve awareness of educational outcomes (Idaho Ed Trends, 2018). The 
measures collected included school graduation rates, mean SAT reading and mathematics scores, and the “go on” 
(postsecondary enrollment) rates. The go on rate is the percentage of students who go on to postsecondary schooling 
(i.e., four-year and two-year programs; Idaho Ed Trends, 2019). 
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Postsecondary preparation. High school graduation rates provide an overview of which 
students are eligible to go to college. Although approximately 85% of students graduated high 
school nationwide in 2017-18, Idaho’s graduation rate was approximately 81% (National Center 
for Education Statistics [NCES], 2019). Of the schools surveyed, the mean graduation rate 
ranged from 84% to 96% (Table 2.4). Graduation rates may prove to be an inaccurate measure of 
which students are eligible for college.4 The measure lacks internal validity because states define 
graduation differently (DePaoli, Balfanz, DePaoli, Atwell, & Bridgeland, 2018). For example, 
there are multiple diploma pathways (i.e., high school certificates vary; some qualify for college 
readiness, others do not), which lead to inaccurately determining if students completed similar 
requirements (DePaoli et al., 2018). Although graduation rates are essential, as they identify who 
is finishing high school, the measurement alone is inadequate for determining which students are 
eligible for college. Some high school graduation certifications do not qualify students for 
college access. 
Despite the limitations described above, 5 SAT scores provide some information about 
how well students are prepared to go to college after high school. Of the schools surveyed for the 
needs assessment, SAT scores were below the national average, and only one school’s mean 
evidenced-based reading and writing score met the benchmark indicator of 480. None of the 




4 The adoption of the Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate in 2012, a nationally agreed upon description of 
measuring the high school graduation rate, there have been several inconsistencies resulting in discrepancies in the 
interpretation of what constitutes a high school graduate (DePaoli et al., 2018). 
5 See Footnote 2 above. 
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score for evidenced-based reading and writing on the SAT is 536 and for mathematics is 531 
(College Board, 2018a). In Idaho, the average scores are 493 and 508, respectively (College 
Board, 2018b).  
Table 2.4 also outlines the postsecondary enrollment rate for each school under study. 
The mean immediate postsecondary enrollment rate for students nationally was approximately 
70% compared to 45% of Idaho students. The postsecondary enrollment rates for schools in this 
study are approximately half of the national average.  
Table 2.4 













School 1 453 470 96  40  
School 2 462 482 95  35  
School 3 437 474 84  38 
School 4 450 466 89  29 
 
Based on the analysis of graduation rates, SAT scores, and postsecondary enrollment 
rates, there is evidence that rural schools in Idaho are not adequately preparing students for the 




6 Idaho Ed Trends identify these data are from the Idaho State Department of Education from the 
graduating class of 2018. The graduation rates reflect the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate. As described by 
the Idaho state department, a four year adjusted cohort graduation rate is: “The number of students who graduate in 
four years with a regular high school diploma divided by the number of students who entered high school four year 
earlier, although adjusting for transfer students, those students who emigrated or are deceased” (NCES, 2017) 
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Research question 2. What types of support are students receiving for postsecondary 
opportunities? 
Structured support. The second research question sought to determine what types of 
support were provided to students to help them navigate the college enrollment process. Students 
at School 3 engaged in one 60-minute lesson about college with the school leader during an 
elective period, which I observed. When asked if this was a part of a series of lessons or 
experiences, the principal said that it was not but that this lesson was taught to students every 
year, and it was one of few opportunities students had to learn about college. Two themes 
emerged from the observation: isolated discussion of college and lack of student interest.  
Isolated discussion. The principal entered the class of students excited to share his 
experiences and knowledge about the college process. The principal greeted the students with a 
smile as they entered the classroom. "Today," the principal announced, "I am going to tell you 
about why you should go to college." He then presented an assortment of questions on an 
overhead screen that he hoped students would be able to answer at the end of the session. These 
questions included: “Should I graduate from high school? Should I pursue more education after 
high school? Can I go to college? Can I afford to go to college? How will these things affect the 
rest of my life?” Although the principal offered suggestions for students to take, there was no 
scope and sequence of learning that included learning objectives or a plan for ongoing support, 
such as follow up presentations or next steps. The hour-long class seemed to be mainly to get 
students excited about the notion of continuing their education. 
Lack of student interest. The majority of the principal’s presentation was spent discussing 
the financial benefits of college and the affordability of going. The principal showed pictures of 
houses and the approximate cost of the house. He associated the cost of each house with 
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potential annual earnings from careers that require years of postsecondary schooling. For 
example, he said that someone with a bachelor’s degree can afford a house costing 
approximately $300,000. Many students had their heads on their desks, and several groups of 
students were gathered together in groups of two or three talking. 
Then, the principal prompted the students with a timeline and briefly discussed how 
additional education would increase one's lifetime earnings. Although the principal was 
speaking, one student abruptly asked, "What if you can't afford college?" Another student added, 
"Yeah, my sister went to college but then couldn't afford it." Students began talking amongst 
themselves until the Principal got their attention. "that's where we are going next," the principal 
stated. "Let me tell you right now; you can afford to go to college. In fact, I made money while I 
was in college." The principal described available scholarships and explained the importance of 
filing a Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) form.  
Despite the principal’s best effort and enthusiasm, students were distracted and 
disinterested throughout the presentation. The principal provided students with some guidance 
and information about postsecondary opportunities; however, there seemed to be missed 
opportunities for the principal to provide students with relevant information that they would find 
interesting or useful.  
 Research question 3. To what extent do principals perceive there is a “college going 
culture” in the school?  
College going culture. The third research question sought to investigate the college going 
culture of the schools. Table 2.5 provides a distribution of the four principals’ responses to each 
of the survey items. Principals' responses to the survey questions on college going culture varied 
widely across all college going culture questions (including strongly agree on some of the items). 
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Principals’ average score for the survey ranged from 2.2-3.7 out of a maximum score of 4. Table 
2.6 summarizes principal responses by school.  
Table 2.5  
College-Going Culture in the School 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Teachers in this high school expect 
most students to go to college. 
 
— 2 1 1 
Teachers help students plan for college 
outside of class time. 
 
— 3 1 — 
The curriculum is focused on helping 
students get ready for college. 
 
— 1 1 2 
Teachers feel that it is part of their job 
to prepare students for success in 
college. 
 
— .5 2.57 1 
Many of our students in this high 
school are planning to go to college. 






7 One principal marked multiple boxes, indicating a “neutral” response. 
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Table 2.6  
Principal Survey Responses  
School  Average  
College Going 
Culture Score8 
Range of Scores on the 
Scale Items 
School 1 3.4 2-49 
School 2 2.2 2-3 
School 3 3.7 3-4 
School 4 2.8 2-4 
 
Analyses of four principals' interview responses clarified the variation in their survey 
responses by illuminating the mixed perceptions of college going culture at their schools. Three 
main themes emerged. First, principals indicated that they had inadequate resources to support 
students. Second, principals perceived students to see little relevance of college for their future 
aspirations. Third, principals’ identified poverty as the most significant factor influencing 
students’ decisions. The following sections explore each of these themes more fully. 
Inadequate resources and capacity. During the interviews, principals discussed the effort 
teachers invested in students and the time they spent to ensure that students were doing well and 
passing courses. Two of the principals described their school staff as being exceptionally hard 




8 The average college going culture score is the mean of principals’ response for each item (Strongly 





individuals I have ever met” (Principal School 1, Interview). However, only one of four of the 
principals indicated on the survey that they believed that teachers helped students prepare for 
college. The first code that emerged from reviewing the transcripts was that principals indicated 
that their schools were underresourced. During the interviews, each mentioned several times that 
they were doing the best they could with the available supplies and staff. One principal referred 
to their school team as "small but mighty," then stated, "We don't have the same staff or financial 
means to work with as those Boise schools, but we make sure students get the best education 
possible" (Principal School 1, Interview).  
Moreover, during each conversation, principals described the impact of a limited number 
of staff on how well schools could support and prepare students for the college application 
process. During each of the interviews, I asked principals to name the most significant barriers to 
creating a college going culture. One principal discussed the challenge of ensuring students were 
"aware of the classes that will get them into college" (Principal School 2, Interview). Although 
he noted that the school counselor helps create schedules to ensure all students are in the “right 
classes,” he said: "It's difficult to ensure all students are in the classes that will help them get into 
the college they want. Everyone is working hard here" (Principal School 2, Interview). A 
different principal said something similar: "Students' plans change. It's hard to keep up with what 
they want. Although one might want to college now, it's hard to know what they want a year 
from now" (Principal School 3, Interview). Principals believe that teachers are working hard to 
provide students with a great education, but lack capacity and resources to support postsecondary 
preparation. 
Relevance of postsecondary schooling for students. Half of the principals agreed on the 
survey that many of the students at their schools were planning to go to college. During the 
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interviews, principals largely agreed that many students would apply to college, but only a few 
would find postsecondary schooling relevant to students’ career aspirations. During the final 
portion of each of the interviews, I followed up with principals about their response to the 
statement, "Many of our students in this high school are planning to go to college.” In all four 
cases, principals paused and began describing local job opportunities that were most readily 
available to students within their communities. One principal noted:  
I think if you asked our students if they were planning to go to college, they would say 
yes. But, many of the jobs [in the town] don't require students to go to college. I don't 
know if all the students need to go to college. If they plan to work on the farm or in the 
fields, you know, they don't think they need to. A lot of kids plan to do what their parents 
do.” (Principal School 3, Interview)  
A different principal commented that he didn’t believe students found college 
worthwhile, noting, "students don't understand the value of college for their life, so they are not 
working towards it now" (Principal School 2, Interview). Although principals all indicated that 
their respective schools supported students who wanted to go to college, they believed it was 
students who did not seem to find the prospect of college relevant.  
Impact of socioeconomic status on students’ college-going decisions. The third theme 
that emerged was the degree to which principals believed students living in low income 
communities negatively impacted students’ ability to well in school or make decisions for what 
they will do after high school. All four principals addressed challenges that they believed to be 
unique to families struggling with limited financial resources. At times, the principals used coded 
language, such as "kids in this neighborhood come from difficult situations" (Principal 2, 
Interview) and "I couldn't imagine experiencing what a lot of these kids experience and then try 
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to plan for college" (Principal School 1, Interview). Principals explained that what students 
experience directly impacts their learning at school and what they believe they can achieve. 
 Additionally, principals observed that because basic needs (e.g., food and shelter) were 
not always met at home, students' ambitions for the future were negatively impacted. One 
principal shared with frustration:  
Students don't have much support at home, so we do our best to support students at 
school. Everyone is doing everything they can with what they got. But I think we do a 
good job. We will support any students that want to go [to college] (Principal School 2, 
Interview). 
However, it seemed that principals were skeptical that students who come from challenging 
situations could overcome their circumstances and go to college. Another principal noted, "It's 
tough to understand what it's like for many of our students who struggle to get food or have to 
take care of their siblings.” He went on, “How are they supposed to care about anything else?” 
(Principal School 1, Interview) 
At the same time, it is unclear if principals know how to support students through the 
challenges they described in order to help them prepare for college. Principals seemed to believe 
that there is little the school can do beyond what it already offers. As one principal admitted: 
"What can you do?" (Principal School 2, Interview). 
Summary and Conclusion 
The needs assessment yielded three main findings. First, rural high schools in the study 
struggle to prepare students academically for postsecondary schooling, indicated by lower than 
average graduation rates, SAT scores, and postsecondary enrollment rates. Second, schools offer 
few opportunities to provide students structured support or guidance that will help students 
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navigate the college selection or enrollment process. Third, principals largely agree that students 
are in situated contexts with inadequate resources for college preparation, limited demand for 
postsecondary education, and extraordinary challenges outside of school that make college 
attendance unlikely. Chapter 3 reviews literature on relevant interventions high schools can 
implement to create a college going culture that can provide students with the cultural and social 
capital to shape their habitus and increase the likelihood of postsecondary attendance.   
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Chapter 3: Intervention Literature Review 
Findings in the literature review indicate that rural students are in situated contexts that 
do not encourage postsecondary attendance. Students rely heavily on their school for social and 
cultural capital. Evidence from the needs assessment suggests that rural students are not prepared 
academically for college, schools offer minimal guidance from school staff to support students 
through the college choice process (i.e., structured support), and principals struggle to develop 
schoolwide expectations for college attendance (i.e., college going culture). The following 
chapter includes a review of literature regarding interventions that have aimed to influence high 
school cultures in ways that shape students’ habitus and increase the likelihood of college 
attendance. Using Conley’s (2014) description of a comprehensive college preparation program, 
the following provides a detailed synthesis of the literature, outlining what high schools can do to 
influence students’ decisions about postsecondary schooling.  
Conceptual Framework 
Conley (2008, 2012, 2014) proposes that success in high school should include students 
meeting postsecondary goals in four key areas, including developing key cognitive strategies, 
key content knowledge, key learning skills and techniques, and key transition knowledge and 
skills. He asserts that high schools preparing students for postsecondary opportunities require a 
more comprehensive, multidimensional strategy than what schools tend to offer (Conley 2008, 
Conley, 2012, Conley, 2014). Figure 3.1 provides a visual representation of Conley’s approach 




Figure 3.1. Conley’s (2014) Four Keys to College and Career Readiness, providing a visual 
representation of a comprehensive framework for college preparedness. 
 
The components of Conley’s (2008, 2012, 2014) framework require schools to focus on 
four key areas. First, key cognitive strategies include students’ ability to problem solve, analyze 
information, and organize and communicate their learnings. Students must be able to gain new 
knowledge and apply higher order thinking skills. Second, Conley (2008, 2012, 2014) suggests 
that postsecondary preparation requires that students master essential information in core 
subjects and determine how content knowledge applies to their desired career path. Students 
must be able to make connections between ideas and organize the information based on their 
preexisting and evolving mental models (schemas). Third, students should develop feelings of 
responsibility and excitement over their learning, becoming stakeholders in their own education 
(Conley, 2008, 2012, 2014). As students find intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for learning about 
college, they will set goals, develop greater self-efficacy, monitor their engagement, persevere 
through challenges and be able to set and achieve great goals (Conley, 2012; Conley and French, 
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2014). Fourth, Conley (2014) posits that students should be equipped with knowledge and skills 
to navigate high school requirements and expectations for transitioning to a postsecondary 
school. Students need the opportunity to grow in their identities throughout high school and be 
able to see themselves as college students (Conley and Seburn, 2014). Conley’s (2008, 2014) 
conceptual framework provides the foundation for the review of intervention literature for this 
study.  
Synthesis of the Intervention Literature  
This section begins by examining what high schools can do to support students using 
Conley’s (2014) Four Keys to College and Career Readiness framework. First, I will discuss 
programs that aim to develop students' cognitive skills and content knowledge. Then, I will 
explore interventions that target transition knowledge and skills. Finally, I will discuss 
interventions that target learning skills and techniques.  
Key Cognitive Strategies and Key Content Knowledge  
 What students need to know in order to be successful in college is much more than what 
can be measured on standardized tests as students must develop thinking strategies and content 
knowledge to prepare for college (Conley & French, 2014). Although academic preparation is a 
key indicator of whether students go on to college, most schools focus college preparation efforts 
on the key cognitive strategies students need to be successful in college courses (Conley, 2014). 
Key cognitive strategies refer to the thinking skills students must be able to employ to make 
connections, synthesize, and apply their learning in new and unfamiliar contexts (Conley, 2008, 
2010, 2012). Conley (2010) asserts that key cognitive strategies are “patterns of thinking that 
lead to the development of a variety of specific ways to approach and attack challenging learning 
situations” (p. 33).  
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Such strategies must be learned alongside subject specific knowledge as technical skills 
allow students to make connections and find value in learning content (Conley, 2014). Conley 
(2014) describes key content knowledge as making connections to the broader ideas and 
understanding how knowledge fits together understand the world. He argues students with 
content specific knowledge “are vastly better prepared for college than students who have no 
idea how the pieces they are learning fit into a whole” (Conley, 2014, p. 65). Interventions 
adopted by highs schools that target both cognitive strategies and content knowledge tend to be 
college ready curricula, college preparation programs, and dual enrollment or Advance 
Placement (AP) courses. 
College ready curriculum. Tierney, Bailey, Constantine, Finkelstein, and Hurd (2009) 
assert that in order for high schools to prepare students for college, they must improve students’ 
academic preparation. They go on to suggest that schools’ high school curriculum be, by default, 
college preparatory. Meaning, all students should be taking classwork that will ensure they are 
prepared for college at the end of high school. A college ready curriculum is defined as a set 
curriculum that prepares students for college so that they do not have to enroll in remediation 
courses when they enter their postsecondary institution (Conley, 2008; Perna, 2015; Tierney et 
al., 2009). Tierney et al. (2009) offer three suggestions, including (a) providing advanced work 
for students who are ready for college level content; b) ensuring students understand what 
constitutes a college ready curriculum, and c) designing plans for each student to be on a four-
year course trajectory. The benefits of providing all students with a college ready curriculum are 
numerous (Tierney et al., 2009).  
For example, there is a positive correlation between students engaging in rigorous 
coursework and students' ability to attend college (Tierney et al., 2009). In Cabrera and La 
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Nasa’s (2001) study of 12,000 students from 700 high schools, the authors found that schools 
that focused on developing students’ complex problem-solving ability increased the likelihood 
that students could be successful at the college level. Perna (2015) argues, “whether an 
individual is academically prepared for college is influenced by the availability of and the 
opportunity to participate in academically rigorous courses at the high school a student attends” 
(p. 7). Thus, one approach high schools can consider is providing rigorous coursework for all 
students and college level work for advanced students (Tierney et al., 2009).  
However, increasing the difficulty of high school coursework does not necessarily ensure 
that all students are college ready (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2016). In fact, there may be significant 
unintended consequences of forcing all students to be on the same college track, including 
setting a standard that becomes a barrier to success (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2016). For example, in 
2011, school districts in Michigan, Texas, and Indiana adopted curricula intended to provide all 
students with coursework to ensure college readiness, but adopting higher standards did not 
necessarily improve students’ academic outcomes, nor did it ensure students were on a trajectory 
to college (Mulroy, 2011). Although each state implemented a more rigorous curriculum, the 
students who entered high school with lower abilities were more likely to fail Algebra I than in 
previous years (Mulroy, 2011). While it is difficult to determine causation between a more 
rigorous curriculum and students' decisions to opt out of high school, during the implementation 
of the curriculum aimed to prepare students for college, Chicago Public Schools experienced 
increased dropout rates (Mulroy, 2011).  
Enhancing the difficulty of a curriculum for all students will not alone provide students 
with everything they need to be successful in college (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2016; Mulroy, 2011; 
Tierney et al., 2009; Woods, Park, Hu, & Jones, 2018). Tierney et al. (2009) found little evidence 
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that interventions designed to provide students with more rigorous coursework in high school 
increased the likelihood that students would apply, enroll, or persist in college.  
College preparation programs. College preparation programs often exist within schools 
and are designed to provide additional academic supports to increase students’ content 
knowledge and cognitive strategies. Two of such programs are Advancement Via Individual 
Determination (AVID) and Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate 
Programs (GEAR UP).  
AVID is designed to increase students’ academic abilities in high school to prepare them 
for college (What Works Clearinghouse [WWC], 2010). Of the 66 studies of the AVID program 
reviewed by the WWC, only one study of meets the evidence standards for research. The study 
of note suggests that AVID is largely ineffective at increasing students’ academic performance 
(Rorie, 2007). Although the WWC review of AVID (2010) emphasized that most studies of 
AVID did not meet rigorous methodological standards, Kolbe and colleagues (2018) employed a 
more rigorous quasi-experimental design to investigate the effects of participation in AVID.10  
Kolbe and colleagues (2018) found that the low-income students in the AVID program 
were enrolled in AP courses at a rate that was 32-percentage points higher than students that 
were not in the program and (Kolbe et al., 2018). More, students in the AVID/TOPS program 
completed the American College Testing (ACT) at a rate that was 14-percentage points higher 




10 The AVID program studied incorporated additional support from a local Boys and Girls Club (Teens of 
Promise [TOPS]) which provided additional mentoring and supplies and took students on field trips. 
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complete the program. Most striking, low income students in the program entered college at a 
rate of 24- percentage points greater than non-program peers. As students access additional 
academic support, it increases the likelihood of them attending college.  
Another college preparation program, GEAR UP, is a federal program that aims “to 
increase the number of low-income students who are prepared to enter and succeed in 
postsecondary education” (United States Department of Education 2017). Multiple studies 
indicate that GEAR UP has increased students’ academic performance in high school (Bowman, 
Kim, Ingleby, Ford, & Sibaouig, 2018). Building on previous research, Bowman et al. (2018) 
designed a study using a difference in differences design with a sample of 17,605 students in 
Iowa. GEAR UP and non-GEAR UP students were compared, controlling for factors that could 
be moderating variables such as race and socioeconomic status. Bowman and colleagues’ (2018) 
findings indicate that the disparity between students from low socioeconomic households who 
received GEAR UP and their more affluent peers decreased, closing the college enrollment gap 
by three percentage points. Although there was a positive impact of GEAR UP on college 
enrollment, there were no significant findings to indicate GEAR UP students were more likely to 
persist in college than students who did not utilize GEAR UP services. There seems to be at least 
some evidence that schools offering college preparation programs, especially programs targeting 
low income students, experience an increase in college enrollment.  
Dual credit and advanced placement courses. Dual credit courses and AP courses are 
opportunities for students to take college level coursework and receive credits for both high 
school and college (Perna, 2015; Tierney et al., 2009). The main difference is that dual credit 
courses often allow students to take college level coursework at a local college or university. 
There growing evidence that students who take dual credit courses are more likely to graduate 
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from high school, enroll in college, and attain a postsecondary degree or credential, compared to 
students who do not take dual enrollment courses (An, 2013; Edmunds et al., 2015; Giani, 
Alexander, & Reyes, 2014; Struhl and Vargas, 2012). There is some evidence that offering AP 
courses have many of the same benefits (Hargrove, Godin, & Dodd, 2008)  
There are significant benefits to providing students with college level courses aimed at 
enhancing cognitive strategies and content knowledge; however, many students in high school 
lack access to these benefits because they are behind academically (Perna, 2015). Without a 
differentiated approach, the increased level of difficulty may be a barrier to students being 
successful and may even disinvest students in schooling (Perna, 2015). Establishing a dual credit 
program or increasing AP offerings may prove to be particularly challenging in rural settings, 
where students are less likely than their urban and suburban counterparts to access college 
preparation coursework or to enroll in college preparation courses (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2016).  
Nationally, almost half (47.2%) of all rural districts do not offer AP courses, compared to 
5.4% of urban and 2.6% of suburban communities (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2016). Rural schools 
are less likely to offer multiple AP courses compared to their urban or suburban counterparts, 
which limits the likelihood of students earning college credit in high school (Gagnon & 
Mattingly, 2016). For the students who do take college preparation courses, those in rural areas 
tend to receive lower grades than those in urban or suburban areas (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2016). 
Rigorous coursework, although a promising way to ensure students are prepared for college, may 
alone be insufficient.  
Key Transition Knowledge and Skills  
Applying to postsecondary institutions requires students to navigate the entire process 
(e.g., taking college placement exams, searching for colleges, and completing all the necessary 
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application materials; Tierney et al., 2009). Tierney et al. (2009) suggest the college search by 
itself requires a great deal from students. First, students must consider the location, tuition costs, 
admission requirements, retention rates, demographics, and available majors. Then, students 
should plan and pay to visit the colleges and universities of interest (Tierney et al., 2009) 
Students that unaware of the culture, norms, expectations, and other forms of college knowledge 
are at a disadvantage (Hooker and Brand, 2010). 
 Conley (2014) asserts that key transition knowledge and skills as essential for college 
preparation. He defines key transition knowledge as the knowledge and skills “necessary to 
navigate successfully the transition to life beyond high school” (Conley, 2014, p. 56). This type 
of expertise includes understanding the courses to take in high school, financial aid, and what to 
expect in college and the workforce, among other essential considerations (Conley, 2014). 
Transition knowledge and skills are the least likely to be addressed by high schools, especially 
those serving predominantly low-income populations (Conley, 2014). High schools that do 
support students’ transition knowledge and skills tend to assess students' progress, utilize college 
entrance exams, provide financial aid information, or offer individualized support.  
Assessing progress. Many high school students who complete their required high school 
coursework, pass expected exams, and meet all other graduation requirements still need to 
complete remedial courses in college (Tierney et al., 2009; Perna, 2015; Woods et al., 2018); 
students are often underprepared for college. By assessing students’ progress towards being 
college ready and providing them with feedback, schools can position students to monitor 
whether they are on track (Tierney et al., 2009). Institutionalizing expectations and creating 
measures for college readiness could have a significant impact on how students are supported, 
especially at the school (Hill, 2008; Tierney et al., 2009).  
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In a recent study of students in Florida, Jacobson (2017) worked with high school 
students and found that students struggled to make connections between what they were doing in 
high school and how it connected with their college and career plans. Students were unsure of 
how they were building skills and knowledge necessary to access desired pathways (Jacobson, 
2017). Hill (2008) provides similar findings, arguing that schools can help bridge the gap 
between high school and college by providing resources to ensure all students have a plan. Many 
students, even the most academically gifted do not have the support they need to access their 
progress and develop a plan to attend college (Roderick et al., 2011).  
College entrance exams. While there is general agreement among researchers and 
practitioners that students should be complete high school being "college ready," it is difficult for 
schools and institutions of higher education to agree on a definition of college readiness (Lapan, 
Tucker, Kim, & Kosciulek, 2003). Additionally, there are no examples of assessments that 
consistently and accurately measure college readiness (Balfanz et al., 2016; Mann & Martin, 
2016). While many students share a desire to attend college, most are academically unprepared, 
unaware of whether they are on track, and do not know the process of preparing for college 
(Perna, 2015; Royster, Gross, & Hochbein 2015; Tierney et al., 2009). Of the most helpful 
measures that allow students to know if they are on track to being college ready, the ACT is the 
most highly regarded (Perna, 2015). Mandating the ACT is one intervention schools can employ 
so that (a) students know where they stand academically and (b) schools can provide guidance on 
the next steps that students need to take (Hyman, 2016; Perna, 2015). 
At the turn of the 21st century, districts in Colorado and Illinois adopted mandated 
policies that required juniors in high school to complete a college entrance exam (i.e., ACT; 
Goodman, 2016). Goodman’s (2016) findings suggest that the schools’ in the study that 
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mandated the ACT witnessed an increase in the number of students taking college entry tests, the 
number of students scoring high on exams, the number of students eligible to attend selective 
institutions. She claimed that the mandate was most beneficial for students from underserved 
communities who underestimate their abilities to attend college, especially selective colleges 
(Goodman, 2016). While the ACT is not a silver bullet for assessing students’ college readiness, 
it does provide schools with a first step in ensuring that students know whether they are on a path 
to college (Perna, 2015).  
Financial aid. One of the most misunderstood aspects of the college preparation journey 
is financial awareness (Tierney et al., 2009). Of the interventions reviewed by Tierney et al. 
(2009), the most influential was supporting students and families as they navigate the financial 
aid process. Often, students and their families have a limited understanding of the availability of 
financial aid, leading them to overestimate the cost of college tuition (Avery & Kane 2004; 
Carrell & Sacerdote, 2017; Nienhusser, & Oshio, 2017; Tierney et al., 2009). An inaccurate 
understanding of financial aid options is particularly evident with students from more 
impoverished families, who tend to know less than their affluent counterparts about the cost and 
fees associated with college tuition (Nienhusser, & Oshio, 2017). The misunderstanding of 
college costs could be a hindrance to students applying to college as students and their families 
generally overestimate the cost of college tuition (Tierney et al., 2009).  
However, supporting families and students to understand the cost of college may improve 
the likelihood of students applying to college as providing students and families with a financial 
plan that ensures affordability can positively influence students’ aspirations to attend college 
(Boatman & Long, 2016) and increase the likelihood of students applying and enrolling (Tierney 
et al., 2009). Financial aid offers students, especially those from low income families, the ability 
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to participate in college (Tierney et al., 2009; Hoxby & Turner, 2019). High achieving students 
from under resourced families have the most to lose, as they tend to miss the opportunity to 
apply to more selective colleges where students are provided with generous financial aid (Hoxby 
& Turner, 2019).  
Although pertinent information related to financial aid can be found online, students and 
families need additional support to determine what information is relevant (Perna, 2015). High 
schools are uniquely positioned to provide this support by hosting workshops about the cost of 
college, informing students about how to complete scholarships and other aid resources, and 
providing students with time to apply for the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FASFA) 
during school hours (Hoxby & Turner 2019; Perna, 2015; Tierney et al., 2009).  
Individualized support. Hill (2008) contends that high schools vary in their approach to 
providing students accurate information and support for college. The most effective schools and 
districts tend to systematize their college going preparation efforts to ensure ample support is 
provided to students, differentiating support based on students’ needs (Hill, 2008). Traditionally, 
school counselors have worked with students to prepare students for college (Perna, 2015).  
However, counselors at many high schools, especially those serving low income 
communities, do not have the capacity to support all students in the college preparation process 
(Perna, 2015; Poynton & Lapan, 2017). Although school counselors have traditionally been 
effective at encouraging students throughout the college search process, the financial cost of 
hiring enough counselors to serve all students may be too high for most schools (Perna, 2015). 
High schools—particularly rural high schools—must, therefore, look beyond the method of 
employing a school counselor (Poynton & Lapan, 2017). Because students often do not receive 
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the postsecondary support they need from school (Christian et al., 2017), high schools could 
utilize educational technology firms to outsource postsecondary and career guidance.  
One example of providing individualized support to students from an out-of-school 
source is the web-based platform, Naviance. Access to the program improved students’ exposure 
to information about college and careers, increased students’ interest in college, expanded the 
likelihood of students applying to college, and increased the number of students who attend 
college (Christian et al., 2017). Since hiring school counselors may never be a viable option for 
rural places (Perna, 2015), high schools should consider how they could partner with 
organizations like Naviance to ensure students are receiving individualized support and 
guidance. Outsourcing individualized support to a program where students have ownership over 
their planning may be worthwhile as students benefit from opportunities where responsibility for 
college preparation is transferred to students (Conley & French, 2014). 
Key Learning Skills and Techniques 
Conley (2014) asserts that students need to develop learning skills and techniques to 
employ in school and throughout life, of which students learn skills that allow them to take 
ownership over their college endeavors. Figure 3.2 outlines the process students go through to 
develop persistence and increase aspirations. First students need to be engaged to act through 
intrinsic or extrinsic motivators. Then, students set goals for themselves, which acts as a 
mechanism for students to take ownership over their learning. Setting and attaining goals 
develop self-efficacy. As students tend to achieve more difficult goals and realize they have 
agency, they persist through challenges. Building students’ aspirations for college begins by 




Figure 3.2. Student Ownership of Learning Model (Conley & French 2014), providing a visual 
representation of student ownership.  
 
Conley and French (2014) argue that providing students with the opportunity to set goals 
and build self-efficacy through the completion of the goals is the first step to taking ownership 
over their learning and increasing their aspirations for college. They define self-efficacy as 
“students’ confidence in their ability to complete increasingly challenging and complex 
academic and career tasks and be able to build on past experiences and success to maximize 
future successes” (Conley & French, 2014, p. 1025). Farrington et al. (2012) describe such 
beliefs as academic mindsets (i.e. self-efficacy) and when combined with academic behaviors 
such as grit (i.e., perseverance over challenges) increases the likelihood of students’ academic 
success and which may correlate to higher rates of postsecondary enrollment. Interventions that 
target both student ownership and learning techniques tend to include mentorships and college 
preparatory curriculum.  
Mentoring. Mentoring programs tend to focus on prosocial behaviors that seem to have a 
positive influence on students’ experience in school (Herrera, Kauh, Cooney, Grossman, & 
McMaken, 2008). In their review of literature on high school interventions, Tierney et al. (2009) 
found that mentoring for students allowed students to explore careers that align with their 
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aspirations. On the other hand, Randolph and Johnson (2008) found inconclusive evidence in 
their review about the influence of mentorship programs on student outcomes. Rhodes and 
DuBois (2008) concur that the effects of mentoring programs studied to date have been small in 
magnitude.  
College preparation curriculum. Another means of equipping students with key 
learning skills is through college preparation curriculum, which may be adopted by a school or 
district and taught during an advisory period. Two examples of evaluations of such advisory 
programs were identified in published studies.  
Martinez et al. (2017) developed and tested a contextualized college preparatory 
curriculum meant to provide students with information about college that would increase 
students’ college going knowledge and aspirations. The participants consisted of 163 ninth grade 
students in rural, low income communities. Approximately one third of the population was 
Black, White, and Hispanic, respectively. The average age of students was 14.9 years, and they 
attended schools that were identified as low performing by the state board of education. The 
majority of students were performing below grade level. The study (limited by its non-equivalent 
treatment and comparison groups) compared results for students who received classroom 
instruction with students had the opportunity to receive individualized postsecondary planning 
assistance from a counselor available in the classroom during their advisory period. Students in 
the classroom instruction condition did indicate an increased level of postsecondary knowledge, 
but the curriculum did not impact students’ aspirations (Martinez et al., 2017). 
Another college readiness intervention, Ramp-Up to Readiness TM (Lindsay, Davis, 
Stephan, Bonsu, & Narlock, 2017), also sought to increase student aspirations for college. Ramp-
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Up is an advisory program for middle and high school students developed at the University of 
Minnesota. The program is designed to:  
“increase college enrollment and success by improving outcomes in four intermediate 
domains that prior research has indicated relate to college success: academic 
achievement, advanced coursework, college-enrollment actions, and personal and social 
college readiness” (Lindsay et al., p. 17). 
 The program consists of advisory activities and workshops to help students monitor their 
process and develop a plan for the future.  
During the 2013-2014 school year, Lindsay and colleagues (2016) worked with ten 
schools in Minnesota to implement the Ramp-Up curriculum. They then compared these schools 
to ten similar schools that did not implement the curriculum. Initial findings emerged that 
indicated that schools could implement the curriculum with fidelity and the schools that utilized 
the curriculum tended to place a greater emphasis on college readiness. Then, during the 2014-
2015 school year, Lindsay and colleagues (2017) randomly assigned 50 schools either to a 
treatment group that would utilize Ramp-Up or to a control group, delaying implementation one 
year (2015-2016). Participants in the study included over 15,000 students in grades 10-12. 
The authors’ analysis of the findings found that schools that used the Ramp-Up 
curriculum generally provided substantial professional development to teachers and that 
implementation of the advisory periods was done with fidelity. All but one of the schools in the 
treatment group delivered the curriculum as designed. Approximately two-thirds of the schools 
adequately conveyed the five pillars of the content (academic achievement, advanced 
coursework, college-enrollment actions, and personal and social college readiness). Regarding 
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the postsecondary planning tools (e.g., students’ postsecondary plans), only three of the schools 
utilized the tools effectively.  
Lindsay et al. (2017) sought to measure the intermediate outcomes, which they defined as 
students completing at least one FASFA application and increasing their ACT Engage strive and 
commitment scores. The students’ strive score was a composite measure of ten questions that 
measure the degree to which students indicate they will put effort toward their college goals. The 
ACT commitment score is also a composite measure of ten items, which determine students’ 
desire to enroll in and complete college. Regarding the student outcomes after engaging with the 
Ramp-Up curriculum, the authors found no significant difference between the treatment and 
control groups.  
Although Lindsay et al. (2017) did not find positive results for the Ramp-Up to Readiness 
curriculum, it is important to replicate studies under different conditions to advance knowledge 
in the social sciences (e.g., Makel & Plucker, 2006). It is possible that with adaptations to the 
implementation in a different (rural) context, the curriculum could have a more positive effect. In 
particular, the Ramp-Up intervention may potentially have an effect on younger rural students’ 
college-going self-efficacy and their perseverance towards goals (grit). 
Proposed Intervention: Ramp-Up to Readiness 
Developing students’ agency in a way that provides them with structured support to take 
ownership over their learning may be the most impactful way to support students, as there seem 
to be limited opportunities for students to prepare for college in high school. Evidenced in my 
work with rural Idaho schools, many schools lack the institutional structure or resources to 
provide postsecondary preparation and develop a college going culture.  
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At the school level, a strong focus on college preparation requires academic momentum, 
a clear sense of how a school will support students in creating a plan, a mission statement that 
articulates the school’s intention for students to go to college, comprehensive services around 
postsecondary guidance, preparation, and information, the investment of stakeholders, and 
possibly a coordinated university partnership. Although implementing the Ramp-UP curriculum 
in a weekly advisory period will not provide a school with everything it needs to develop a 
comprehensive strategy, it will be the first step in helping students become owners of their 
learning. Helping students build the academic mindsets (i.e., self- efficacy) and academic skills 
(i.e., grit) may provide the social and cultural capital students need and increase their aspirations 
for attending college. As the following chapter describes in more detail, the intervention selected 
for this dissertation study involves implementation of the Ramp-Up curriculum for ninth grade 
students at a rural Idaho high school during a 24-minute advisory block once a week for an entire 
school year. The advisory intervention will include opportunities for students to devise plans, set 
goals, and reflect on their interactions, ultimately building self-efficacy and grit and taking 




Chapter 4: Study Methodology 
The review of intervention literature presented in Chapter 3 identified a promising high 
school advisory curriculum designed to provide students with opportunities to build non- 
cognitive skills and mindsets with the goal of increasing students’ postsecondary aspirations. 
Conley (2013) argues such characteristics should be referred to as “metacognitive learning 
skills” and are foundational for enabling “students to take more ownership and control over their 
own learning” (para. 8). Such skills have been the focus of much research, including the 
importance of self-efficacy (Conley, 2010, 2014) and academic perseverance (Duckworth et al., 
2007) that are associated with postsecondary success (Farrington et al., 2012). In line with the 
college readiness framework proposed by Conley (2014), the Ramp-Up curriculum includes 
opportunities for students to learn about their strengths, set goals, identify career interests, 
determine the process for applying to college, and create a plan to ensure they are on track in 
high school. Ultimately, the curriculum seeks to lead to students taking greater ownership of 
their postsecondary plans. 
Purpose of the Study 
This study sought to evaluate the implementation of the Ramp-Up college preparation 
curriculum and its impact on students’ college going self-efficacy (CGSE) and academic 
perseverance or “grit.” The investigation tested the hypothesis that students who attended the 
advisory period using the Ramp-Up curriculum would manifest increased CGSE (i.e., the degree 
to which students believe they can attend college; Gibbons & Borders, 2010) and grit (i.e., 
perseverance and passion for long term goals; Duckworth et al., 2007), compared with the 
students in the typical advisory period (i.e., without the Ramp-Up curriculum). The following 
process and outcome evaluation questions guided the study. 
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Process Research Questions: 
RQ1: To what extent was the Ramp-Up to Readiness program implemented as intended, 
including student attendance/dosage and coverage of program units? 
RQ2: What was the students’ overall experience in the treatment advisory program? 
a) RQ2A: What was the students’ self-report of their level of engagement during 
the advisory period? 
b) RQ2B: Which components of the advisory Ramp-Up program do students 
report as having the greatest value?  
RQ3: In what way did the students' descriptions of their advisory period experience differ 
between the treatment and the control group? 
Outcome Research Questions: 
RQ4: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ CGSE scores, compared to students who did not 
participate in the program? 
RQ5: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ academic perseverance/grit scores, compared to 
students who did not participate in the program?  
RQ6: How do students in the treatment and control group differ in how they describe 
what they plan to do after high school? 
Research Design  
 This evaluation study used a convergent mixed methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 
2018) that collected quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously, analyzed data separately, 
determined which data would be compared, analyzed the compared data, presented the 
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comparisons, and interpreted how the results answered the proposed research questions. Within 
the overarching mixed methods design, the process evaluation involved a descriptive case study 
design in which quantitative and qualitative data were collected in several ways (described 
below) to address the research questions outlined above. The outcome evaluation employed a 
randomized control trial pretest posttest design in which student were randomly assigned to the 
treatment and control groups and data collected in several ways to address the outcome research 
questions (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). 
Logic Model  
The logic model developed for the intervention (see Appendix B) outlined the 
relationship between inputs, activities, outputs, and short, intermediate, and distal outcomes. The 
inputs and activities included delivery of 30 advisory sessions (24 minutes each) over the course 
of the school year. The intermediate outcomes measured in this study included college-going 
self-efficacy and perseverance towards goals (grit) as well as postsecondary plans.  
Methods  
This section discusses the setting and participants, instruments and measures, and process 
and outcome measures for the study.  
Setting and Participants 
The study took place at a small high school in Idaho. According to the principal of 
“Ponderosa High School,”11 most students attending the school come from the large rural area 




11 Ponderosa is a pseudonym. It was identified as School 3 in Chapter 2. 
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years of age or older. According to the United States Census Bureau (2017), approximately 35% 
of adults in the town do not have a high school diploma; 36% of adults have a high school 
diploma or equivalent; 18% have some college, but no degree; four percent have an associate's 
degree; and seven percent have a bachelor's degree or higher. Students attending Ponderosa High 
School interact with few people with a college degree.  
As stated in Chapter 2, Ponderosa High School has 424 students, of which approximately 
30% are Hispanic, 65% are White and five percent identify as American Indian, Asian, Black, or 
two or more races. Fifty-five percent of students qualify for free and reduced-price meals 
(FARM). The school’s graduation rate was 84% and 38% of students go on to postsecondary 
schooling after high school 
All participants in the study were ninth grade high school students. Unfortunately, the 
size of the ninth -grade class at the participating high school (97 students) was considerably 
smaller than the sample size required to detect even a moderate effect size of .25.12 This 
exploratory study is therefore by necessity underpowered, and can only provide evidence of 
potentially promising effects of the intervention that would need to be replicated in a larger 
study. 
The study was approved by the principal, superintendent, and curriculum director of 




12 The previous Ramp-Up study found much smaller effect sizes. Using G-Power to calculate the sample 
size needed to detect an effect size of .25 for a difference in independent means test, one-tailed, with alpha=.05 and 
power=.80, with a 3 to 1 ratio of control group size to treatment group size expected in this study, the study would 
have required a sample size of 530 ninth grade students (much larger than in any of the rural Idaho schools that 
could be recruited for the study).  
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had with the school and district leadership provided me positionality, allowing access to the 
research site. The administrators and I determined the roles and responsibilities the following 
week. The principal agreed to take on the duty of communicating with parents about the study, 
including emailing the consent form to families and sharing their responses with me. I was 
responsible for teaching the advisory period and working with the teacher of record to keep 
attendance, coordinating the distribution of the survey at the beginning and end of the school 
year, and ensuring she had the materials available to teach the course when I was unable to 
attend. 
Instruments and Measures 
This section describes instruments and measures used in the process evaluation and 
outcome evaluation. Four instruments were used to measure fidelity of implementation in the 
process evaluation. Three instruments were used to measure outcomes of the intervention on 
students’ grit and self-efficacy for college.  
Process evaluation instruments and measures. The process evaluation investigated 
whether the intervention was implemented as designed and planned. Using the following 
measures, it examined the extent to which (a) the program was implemented as designed (i.e., 
coverage), (b) participants received the full program dosage, and (c) participants were engaged 
during the intervention (i.e., participant responsiveness; Carroll 2007; Dusenbury, Brannigan, 
Falco, & Hansen, 2003). 
Journal entries. To measure implementation of the Ramp-Up curriculum as designed, a 
reflexivity journal was kept with detailed descriptions of the planning and delivery of the Ramp-
Up curriculum, including the quality of delivery and coverage. Journal entries were structured 
using reflexive cycle questions (Gibbs, 1988) that included a description of the feelings about the 
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experience, an evaluation of positive and negative outcomes, an analysis of the experience, a 
conclusion about what was learned, and an action plan about what would be changed or done 
differently. The qualitative data collected from the instrument provided information about the 
coverage and delivery of the curriculum. The extent to which the full curriculum was covered 
during the semester was measured as part of the intervention “dosage” received. See Appendix C 
for the reflection worksheet.  
Attendance logs. Attendance logs were kept to measure individual level dosage. Data 
collected from this instrument measured the dosage, or the amount of time students spent in the 
advisory period (measured in days attended). 
Exit tickets. Student engagement in the advisory intervention was measured using several 
short survey questions on “exit tickets” (completed by students during the last few minutes of 
class; see Appendix D). Items on the exit tickets were measured on a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). A sample statement was: “I thought advisory period was 
interesting today.” The quantitative data collected provided measures for the effectiveness of the 
facilitator and participant engagement. The exit ticket also included an open-ended question to 
collect qualitative responses from students about each session. Due to limited time during the 
class period, exit tickets were administered approximately once per unit, for a total of six exit 
tickets throughout the school year. 
Focus groups. Focus groups included a semi-structured interview protocol about student 
engagement, which is defined as (1) the amount of time students put into activities and (2) how 
students participate in said activities (see Appendix E). The focus group script consisted of 
questions that were adapted from the National Survey of Student Engagement (2018), covering 
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the topics of academic rigor, learning with others, learning with teachers, and the school 
environment.  
Outcome evaluation instruments and measures. Three outcome evaluation instruments 
were utilized to determine the impact of the advisory period using Ramp-Up on students. See 
Appendix F for full list of survey items. 
College going self-efficacy scale. A scale of CGSE survey items was used to measure 
students’ beliefs about how possible it was for them to attend and persist successfully in college. 
The survey items have been tested and deemed reliable and valid (Gibbons & Borders, 2010). 
The instrument included 30 items: 14 measuring views on college attendance and 16 measuring 
views on persistence in college. An example of an item from the survey includes: “I can find a 
way to pay for college.” The four point response scale ranged from “not at all sure” to “very 
sure.” Reliability of the scales was determined using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The 
attendance subscale had an alpha of .89 and the persistence sub scale was .90. The overall CGSE 
scale had internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha of .94 (Gibbons & Borders, 2010). Because 
the subscales scales are highly correlated (r=.77), this study used the overall CGSE scale. 
Grit scale. A four-item grit scale was used to measure students’ beliefs about their ability 
to persist in their effort at reaching goals (one dimension of grit associated with success in 
school). While grit has been widely criticized (Credé, Tynan, & Harms, 2017), this measure of 
grit was used as an outcome in an evaluation of an intervention similar to the one proposed (see 
Cowhy & de la Torre, 2017) aimed ultimately at better postsecondary outcomes for students. An 
example of an item from the survey includes: “I finish whatever I begin.” The five point 
response scale ranged from “not at all like me” to “very much like me.” The grit subscale had 
internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha of .72 (Cowhy & de la Torre, 2017). 
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Focus groups. Focus groups included a semi-structured interview protocol about 
students’ postsecondary plans. One sample item was “What kinds of plans are you thinking 
about for after high school?” 
Procedure 
The following section includes a description of the intervention, the recruitment of 
participants, data collection, and the analysis procedure.  
Intervention 
The Ramp-Up advisory intervention was chosen in response to limited opportunities at 
the high school for students to learn about and prepare for postsecondary education. The 
principal, superintendent, and curriculum specialist of Ponderosa High School identified the 
opportunity to provide students with additional information about the college going process as a 
worthwhile endeavor, and all were excited about the opportunity to enhance the school’s college 
going culture. 
The intervention plan included 30 advisory lessons in total. Twenty-five of the lessons 
provided a scripted curriculum from the Ramp-Up developers. Two of the advisory experiences 
provided students with “readiness rubric check ins,” where students would complete a self-
assessment of their academic beliefs, self-management, and effort and persistence. One advisory 
period was designed for a “Postsecondary Plan check in,” where students set their career and 
college goals. Two instructional lessons intended to be used to conduct a workshop (see unit 8) 
where students heard from a panel of college graduates. The Ramp-Up curriculum was planned 
to be delivered an advisory period every Thursday morning for 30 weeks, starting August 22, 
2019 and ending on May 25, 2020.  
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Planned changes. The Ramp-Up curriculum was designed for 30-minute advisory 
periods. Ponderosa High School had 24-minute advisory periods. Assignments were slightly 
modified to ensure students were able to complete the activities and meet the learning objectives. 
Guided notes were also created to ensure students were able to follow along, take notes, and refer 
to material from previous advisory periods. Lastly, the two “readiness rubric check in” lessons in 
the curriculum were substituted for the CGSE pre and post surveys constructed for this study.  
Unplanned changes. Prior to Ponderosa High School releasing students for spring break, 
it became increasingly more evident that the novel corona virus posed a serious public health 
threat and schools would not reopen after spring break. Given this prediction, we administered 
the post-survey before spring break. As expected, schools did not reopen after the break, and so 
the last day of the intervention was March 19, 2020. Thus, students did not complete their 
postsecondary plans (one assignment), they did not complete their readiness rubric check ins 
(two assignments), I could not convene a panel (see unit eight, assignments one and two) and the 
second assignment for unit 10 was not taught. A total of six assignments were not completed 
Intervention materials. New materials (in addition to those provided by Ramp-Up 
developers) were used to support students during the advisory periods: PowerPoint presentations 
and student binders. 
PowerPoint presentations. A new PowerPoint presentation was created for each advisory 
period and was used to guide discussions and probe for understanding of key concepts. The 
PowerPoint slides from the Ramp-Up curriculum were slightly modified and shortened to ensure 
that all components of the lesson could be completed.  
Student binders. The original Ramp-Up implementation provided few worksheets to 
students for portions of each assignment. In contrast, all students in this study were given binders 
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with guided notes that corresponded with the presentation. The binders also included a section 
for students’ Postsecondary Plan, a key component of the Ramp-Up curriculum. The Ramp-Up 
curriculum consisted of 10 units, each including between one and four lessons. A discussion of 
each unit follows. See Appendix G for an example of a handout and edited PowerPoint slides.  
Unit 1: Personal readiness evaluation for postsecondary. The first unit addressed 
postsecondary readiness and consisted of three lessons. Students began by engaging in the 
Personal Readiness Evaluation for Postsecondary (PREP). Next, they analyzed the results of 
their evaluation in order to create their PREP Profile, which measured their level of readiness in 
the following skill categories: expectations and self-efficacy; effort and persistence; and self-
regulated learning. Students then reflected on their PREP Profile, identifying their strengths, 
areas for growth, and next steps. Finally, students focused on their school attendance, generating 
five likely effects of going to school all day, every day. 
Unit 2: Setting specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and timely goals. The second 
unit focused on understanding and setting SMART goals (i.e., goals that are specific, 
measurable, achievable, relevant, and timely) and included three lessons. The class first 
examined student vignettes, in which they practiced isolating each aspect of a SMART goal. 
Then, they wrote their own SMART goals, crafting one goal for each of the following areas of 
their lives: family, school, and activities. 
Unit 3: Seeking help in high school. The third unit centered on the steps and 
consequences of seeking help in high school and consisted of two lessons. Students read a 




Unit 4: Standards for high school graduation vs. postsecondary admission. The fourth 
unit was one lesson, designed to position students to compare their high school graduation 
requirements with the admission requirements of a postsecondary institution. Students worked 
with a partner to identify the graduation requirements in English/language arts, math, science, 
social studies, foreign language, and visual/performing arts. Then, in the same content areas, they 
identified the required and recommended requirements for admission to the University of Idaho, 
Boise State University, or the College of Idaho. 
Unit 5: Identifying internal strengths and external supports. The fifth unit consisted of 
two lessons, asking students to identify their own strengths and the resources and supports that 
are available to them. Students used an asset checklist to take stock of both internal and external 
assets. Next, they used a reference sheet to categorize each of the assets they checked, 
identifying areas of support that were robust, as well as those that were lacking. 
Unit 6: Effective study strategies. The sixth unit built students’ awareness and application 
of study skills and consisted of three lessons. Students began by reviewing a list of study 
strategies, assessing themselves based on how often they use each strategy, and explaining why 
each strategy does or does not work for them. Based on their assessments, students identified 
which three strategies work best for them and which three they would be willing to try in order to 
improve their studying habits. Then, as a group, students examined a graphic, recorded what 
caught their attention and why, and used these notes to write a short paper. 
Unit 7: Understanding decision making. The seventh unit focused on students’ ability to 
engage in a decision-making process, consisting of two lessons. The class began with a student 
scenario and students were guided through the following steps: stating the decision to be made; 
brainstorming choices; evaluating the three best choices; choosing a decision; identifying the 
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consequences of the chosen decision and revising if appropriate. Afterwards, students completed 
the same steps independently, using a scenario from their own lives. 
Unit 8: Planning your future. The eighth unit explored students developing a plan for the 
rest of high school, including what classes they will need to take to get into college. The unit 
consisted of four lessons. Two assignments were designed as a workshop, one for students to 
prepare to hear from a panel and the other was to reflect on what they learned from the panel. 
Although four recent college graduates agreed to be a part of a panel, three canceled before the 
class. The advisory teacher decided to hold off on the panel until the end of the year. As a result 
of school closures, the two assignments were not taught to the treatment group.  
Unit 9: 21st century skills. The ninth unit explored skills necessary for 21st century work, 
as well as trades that use said skills. The unit consisted of four lessons. First, the class defined 
fifteen 21st century skills, then created a Frayer Model about the concept of “21st century skills,” 
including a definition, characteristics, examples, and nonexamples. Next, they watched a video 
on CTE and separated myths from facts. They concluded by exploring several trades, including 
plumbing, HVAC technical work, electrical work, and a trade of their choice. 
Unit 10: College- level coursework. The tenth unit consisted of two lessons, designed to 
help students understand the different types of college level coursework. Students compared AP, 
IB, and Dual Credit courses, identifying their similarities, differences, and any questions they 
had about the different types of courses offered in high school. 
Participant Recruitment 
Prior to the first day of the 2019-2020 school year, the principal randomly assigned all 97 
ninth-grade students to one of four advisory periods using Microsoft Excel. First, students were 
provided a random number. Then, students were ranked one to 97 (i.e., total number of students). 
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Finally, students were grouped by the size of each advisory period (i.e., approximately 23 
students per advisory period). Of the 97 students, 23 were assigned to the treatment class and the 
rest to three other advisory sections. After students were assigned, the principal sent a consent 
form to all students’ parents electronically. The email included the rationale for the study and 
what to do if they wished for their students not to participate in the study surveys. All 97 students 
were given the opportunity to assent to participation in the study through completing surveys. All 
23 students assigned to the treatment group and 52 of those assigned to the control condition 
participated in data collection for the study. Data Collection 
This section describes the data collection process for both the process and outcome 
evaluation. Table 4.1 (next page) provides an overview of the data collection formats, timelines, 
and descriptions.  
Process evaluation. For the intervention process evaluation, data were collected from 
four sources: attendance logs, journal entries, focus groups, and exit tickets. Below is a 
description of the data collection process for process evaluation. 
Attendance logs. Attendance logs were kept at the beginning of each advisory period. 
Those who missed more than ten minutes late and those that did not attend the period were 
marked as absent.  
Journal entries. Following each advisory period, I spent 20 minutes reflecting on the 
class period and capturing my reflections in a spreadsheet. I wrote at least two sentences for each 
of the five prompts for both delivery and coverage.  
Exit tickets. At the completion of six advisory periods, students were given three minutes 
during to complete a short paper exit ticket to indicate their level of engagement. 
Table 4.1  
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Data Collection Timeline 
Data Collection Format Timeline Description 
Pre survey August 29, 2019 Baseline outcome measures. 
Attendance Logs August 29, 2019- March 19, 
2020 
Attendance was tracked 
each Thursday. 
Journal Entries August 29, 2019- March 19, 
2020 
Notes on topic coverage and 
delivery were kept in a 
reflexivity journal after each 
period. 
Exit Tickets After each unit Students in the treatment 
group completed exit tickets 
after each unit  
Focus Group 1 December 19, 2019 I held an in-person focus 
group with three students in 
the treatment group.  
Focus Group 2 May 28, 2020 I held an online focus group 
with three students in the 
treatment group via phone 
call.  
Focus Group 3 May 28, 2020 I held an online focus group 
with two students in the 
control group via phone call. 
Post survey March 19, 2020 Students completed the 
paper-based survey. 
 
Focus groups. In addition, two focus groups with treatment group students were 
conducted. The first was midyear to ascertain students’ reaction to the advisory course materials 
and learning experiences and their level of engagement in the class. An example question is 
“What has been most valuable to you in your advisory period this year?” 
Outcome evaluation. Data collection for the outcome evaluation involved a pre- and 
post-survey and focus groups.  
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Pre-survey data. The pre survey was distributed on August 22, 2019. The survey was 
distributed to all ninth-grade students in the cafeteria of the high school. Students were read a 
script to indicate the purpose of the study, identify the voluntary nature of participating, and 
provide an opportunity for students to ask questions. In total, 73 of 97 the ninth-grade students 
completed the pre survey (75%). Twenty-three students in the treatment group completed the pre 
survey. A notably lower percentage (68%) of control students completed the survey (50 of 74), 
with many declining to assent to participation.  
Post-survey data. The post survey was distributed on March 19, 2019 to students during 
their advisory class period. Twenty-two students in the treatment group completed the post 
survey (95%). Fifty-two students in the control group completed the post survey. Two students 
were added to the control group.  
Data collection interruption and changes. Due to the Covid-19 health crisis, the 
administration of the spring focus group differed from the earlier group, which required 
additional IRB approval. The superintendent agreed to allow students to participate in a focus 
group held on a conference call. All ninth-grade students were emailed about the opportunity to 
participate and sent the new consent form. Over the course of four weeks, four emails were sent 
to students. During the last week of school, five students responded (two students from the 
control group and three from the treatment group). I drove consent forms to all students’ homes, 
leaving them outside of their houses. Students had their parents sign consent forms and 
submitted pictures of the signed form by email. Students in the treatment group who participated 
in the end-of-year focus group were the same that participated in the mid-year focus group.  
Focus groups were held using a Zoom platform in which all students participated by 
audio only (no video participation). Precautions were taken for using this technology, including 
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imbedded password protection access to the link and monitored admission to the discussion link. 
Recording of the session by participants was disabled. Focus groups were conducted separately 
for treatment and control group students, with two students in the control group and three in the 
treatment group. Focus groups lasted approximately 30 minutes for the treatment group and 
approximately 15 minutes for the control group. The focus groups were audio-recorded and later 
transcribed verbatim to text.  
Data management. All qualitative and quantitative data were kept on a password 
protected computer in a secure folder on Google Drive. Responses to the survey were housed in 
Google Sheets. Transcribed interviews and data were stored on Google Docs. Prior to analyzing 
the qualitative and quantitative data, all student identifiers were eliminated and replaced with 
pseudonyms.  
Data Analysis  
The analysis of the process and outcome data was conducted using a convergent mixed 
methods design where quantitative and qualitative data were collected and analyzed separately. I 
then determined which data would be compared, analyzed the compared data, presented the 
comparisons, and interpreted how the results answered the proposed research questions 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018).  
Process evaluation. Descriptive statistics were used to examine students’ exit ticket 
responses and attendance logs. For the analysis of the open ended exit ticket items and journal 
entries, data was analyzed using a conventional qualitative approach, allowing themes to emerge 
from the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed 
separately and used to triangulate findings. 
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Exit tickets. Descriptive statistics for scale items were used to examine students’ 
engagement in the advisory course. Responses from exit tickets surveys were gathered in a 
spreadsheet and compared in order to identify any trends of increased or decreased engagement. 
The open-ended question about the main point of the lesson was scored on a binary scale with all 
answers that did not identify the main point or were left blank scored as zero and those 
identifying the main point scored as one. 
Focus groups. Focus group data were analyzed using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six 
phase thematic Analysis to explore the extent to which students perceived that content was 
relevant and the lessons engaging. I familiarized myself with the data, generated original codes, 
explored the codes for themes, examined themes, defined themes, and finally produced a 
summary of the results.  
Attendance logs. Descriptive statistics were used to examine students’ attendance. 
Journal entries. Following the 24 advisory periods, journal entries were analyzed using 
the Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six phase thematic Analysis qualitative data analysis approach 
(described above).  
Outcome evaluation. The outcome evaluation also included both quantitative analysis 
(of survey scale scores) and qualitative analysis (of focus group data). 
College going self-efficacy and grit outcome measures. Independent sample t-tests and 
calculation of standardized mean differences (Cohen’s d effect sizes) were used to assess 
baseline equivalence between the treatment and control groups, and to compare the fall to spring 
mean difference scores on the College Going Self-Efficacy and “grit” scales for treatment and 
control groups. Because it was not possible to match all the fall and spring surveys to students 
individually to allow for pairing, students were assigned the mean baseline score for their group 
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and differences were computed for each student using that mean baseline score. In order to 
determine if the t-test was the most viable option for comparing the means of the two groups, a 
test of homogeneity of variance, normality, and homoscedasticity was carried out. Levene’s Test 
of Equality of Variance was conducted to determine if the variances were the same across both 
groups. 
Focus Group. Focus group audio recordings were transcribed to facilitate analysis. Braun 
and Clarke’s (2006) six phase thematic analysis was used to analyze the qualitative data (see 
above). After reading the qualitative data multiple times, I created the initial codes. I read each of 
the statements and generated codes multiple times, improving the quality of the codes. Next, I 
reviewed and named emerging themes.  
Summary Matrices 
 Summary matrices provide an overview of the alignment between measures, variables, 
data collection, and analysis. Table 4.2 summarizes the alignment for process evaluation research 
questions, and Table 4.3 provides similar information for the outcome evaluation research 
questions.  
The process evaluation questions include the following:  
RQ1: To what extent was the Ramp-Up to Readiness program implemented as intended, 
including student attendance/dosage and coverage of program units? 
RQ2: What was the students’ overall experience in the treatment advisory program? 
a) RQ2A: What was the students’ self-report of their level of engagement during 
the advisory period? 
b) RQ2B: Which components of the advisory Ramp-Up program do students 
report as having the greatest value?  
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RQ3: In what way did the students’ descriptions of their advisory period experience 
differ between the treatment and the control group 
Table 4.2  





















RQ2A Engagement Exit tickets  Average 
Score on 3 
items  
6 times, at 
end of units  
Descriptive 
statistics 







































13 Sub variables may emerge from inductive coding. 
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The outcome evaluation questions include the following:  
RQ4: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ CGSE scores, compared to students who did not 
participate in the program? 
RQ5: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ academic perseverance/grit scores, compared to 
students who did not participate in the program?  
RQ6: How do students in the treatment and control group differ in how they describe 
what they plan to do after high school? 
Table 4.3  
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The study of a phenomenon influences the phenomenon under study (Hatch, 2002). Since 
researchers are a part of the environment that is being studied, they are affected, as are their 
judgments and ability to be objective. Instead of assuming findings are objective, researchers can 
engage in reflexivity, “applying their own subjective in ways that make it possible to understand 
the tacit motives and assumptions of their participants” (Hatch, 2002, p. 9). Hatch (2002) argues 
that such a process requires researchers to keep track of how they are being influenced, to 
monitor their biases, and to regulate their emotional responses.  
Like all researchers who are interested in investigating a problem within their 
professional context, I am influenced by the context of the study. I have worked in a rural school 
and believe that when high schools provide opportunities and hold high expectations, students’ 
beliefs about themselves and their abilities can be influenced. Moreover, the school under study 
is a partner with the Teach For America program that I oversee, and that relationship may have 
changed the participatory nature of the school. My previous experience and the professional 
connection may provide increased urgency and importance, enhancing my ability to deliver the 
curriculum and build excitement for the advisory period, and this could inadvertently impact 




Chapter 5: Findings and Discussion 
The purpose of the study was to determine if teaching the Ramp-Up curriculum at a rural 
high school in Idaho would increase students’ college going self-efficacy and grit when 
compared to students in the control group under business as usual conditions. The following 
chapter will provide the findings, a discussion, and limitations of the study. First, the 
implementation process will be discussed, outlining what occurred during implementation of 
each unit of the curriculum. Next, the process evaluation outcomes will be evaluated, including 
dosage, attendance, how students gauged their overall experience, how interesting students found 
lessons, students’ ability to identify the most salient aspect of the lesson, and differences that 
emerged between how the treatment and control group participants described their experience in 
the advisory period. Then, the intervention outcomes will be assessed through comparing 
changes in the treatment and control group CGSE and grit measures, and their description of 
plans for after high school. Conclusions from the mixed methods analysis will be provided and 
the limitations of the study will be identified. Lastly, implications for practitioners will be 
discussed. The following research questions guide the analysis:  
Process Research Questions: 
RQ1: To what extent was the Ramp-Up to Readiness program implemented as intended, 
including student attendance/dosage and coverage of program units? 
RQ2: What was the students’ overall experience in the treatment advisory program? 
a) RQ2A: What was the students self-report of their level of engagement during the 
advisory period? 
b) RQ2B: Which components of the advisory Ramp-Up program do students report as 
having the greatest value?  
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RQ3: In what way did the students' descriptions of their advisory period experience differ 
between the treatment and the control group? 
Outcome Research Questions: 
RQ4: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ CGSE scores, compared to students who did not 
participate in the program? 
RQ5: To what extent did participation in the advisory period using the Ramp-Up to 
Readiness curriculum change students’ academic perseverance/grit scores, compared to 
students who did not participate in the program?  
RQ6: How do students in the treatment and control group differ in how they describe 
what they plan to do after high school? 
Process Evaluation Findings 
This section begins by describing the process of implementing the advisory period 
intervention, which directly addresses Research Question 1 regarding coverage of program units. 
It then addresses questions of dosage (RQ1), student experiences during the advisory 
intervention (RQ2), and differences between treatment and comparison student experiences 
(RQ3). 
Process of Implementation and Dosage (RQ1) 
The weekly implementation of the 24-minute Ramp-Up advisory period began on August 
29, 2020 and ended on March 19, 2020, for a total of 24 of the 30 (80%) planned sessions 
delivered to students. Implementation was cut short by the closure of Idaho schools due to public 
health concerns (see Chapter 4). In the following section I describe how each unit was 
implemented and what occurred during the advisory sessions based on an analysis of journal 
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entries. I used Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six phase thematic analysis qualitative data analysis 
approach to identify emerging themes from journal entries.  
Unit 1: Postsecondary readiness. The first unit consisted of three lessons, including 
providing students rationale for why postsecondary schooling was essential, having students 
complete a Personal Readiness Evaluation for Postsecondary (PREP), and having students 
consider how attending high school regularly will increase the likelihood of preparing for 
postsecondary school. Three themes emerged from the coded data: student participation, student 
support, and planning. 
Participation. Once students entered the class, went to their seats, and retrieved their 
binders, all participated in the lesson activities. One student noted, jokingly but almost 
disappointingly, “we got to work the whole time. This is like a class.” As students discussed why 
postsecondary schooling mattered, why having a plan Postsecondary Plan was essential, and how 
setting goals will prepare them for the future, students immediately engaged in discussions with 
their classmates and raised their hands to ask questions. All students completed their guided 
notes.  
Support. At the end of the first lesson, students developed a Postsecondary Plan where 
they were required to choose a career, determine a postsecondary pathway needed to pursue the 
career of interest, assess the courses and grades needed in high school to attend the 
postsecondary school of choice, identify how they would pay for college, determine what 
extracurricular activities they would participate in during high school, and assess their social 
emotional readiness. No students completed the Postsecondary Plan in full. Researcher journal 
notes indicated the need for further consideration of how to provide additional support to 
students to accomplish this dimension of the curriculum. As noted in the journal entry, “students 
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did not have time to complete all aspects of the plan. Completing the postsecondary plans 
requires sophisticated planning skills. Students will need additional support from teachers.” 
Planning. Journal entries noted areas in which the Ramp-Up curriculum needed to be 
supplemented and how additional teacher planning was necessary to deliver effective lessons. As 
mentioned in Chapter 4, I created handouts (i.e., guided notes) for each of the lessons as I found 
that much of the scripted curriculum required the advisory teacher to present information rather 
than engage students in productive conversation about the content. The handouts seemed to 
support students in following along. However, several times during the period, multiple students 
raised their hand and asked, “What are we doing?” Given numerous transitions during different 
parts of the lesson (e.g., taking notes, journaling independently, sharing responses with a 
classmate), I added directions to each of the sections so students could reference what we were 
doing if they had questions.  
Unit 2: Setting SMART goals. The second unit also consisted of three lessons: 
identifying the SMART goal setting framework, assessing goals to determine if they met the 
criteria, and creating goals in the areas of family, school, and activities. Two themes emerged 
from the journal entry data: delivery and relevancy of the Ramp-Up curriculum.  
Delivery. The unit provided three lessons about goal setting which were difficult to 
deliver effectively in the time available. During all three classes, students needed additional time 
to complete the assignments and have a class discussion about why clearly written goals were 
essential and why leaving out critical aspects of the SMART framework would leave a goal 
vulnerable to not being achieved. As such, the delivery felt rushed, and the elements of lessons 
did not get accomplished, such as setting goals for school, family, and personal activities.  
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Relevancy. Journal notes indicated that students did not perceive the activities in this 
Ramp-Up unit as particularly relevant. According to the intervention developer’s implementation 
guide, the purpose of the SMART goal activity was to help prepare students to be academically 
ready for college. However, many of the examples from the curriculum were inadequately 
assessing students’ ability to set goals as the questions had nothing to do with postsecondary 
preparation. For example, students learned the SMART framework and then provided examples 
of goals to edit. Students were supposed to determine what they would add to ensure the goal 
utilized the model. An example from the first lesson in the curriculum was: “I will call my 
grandmother once a week for the next three months.” During the second lesson, students were 
asked to revise goals about sports. The third lesson had students create goals for personal 
activities, academics, and families. Students left the experience without setting goals in all three 
areas, and in every example that students shared, the goal was to do with sports or a summer job. 
Instead, the curriculum would benefit from having students set goals using their postsecondary 
plans.  
 Unit 3: Seeking help in high school. The third unit consisted of two lessons focused on 
seeking help when students were confused and talking about stress. Two themes emerged from 
the coded data: interest and connection. 
Interest. Students seemed to find the topics salient and interesting. For example, students 
were able to complete the reading, and all groups responded to the reflection questions, one 
student noted: “If you don’t know, you need to ask for help. That is the teacher's job to help 
you.” There was general agreement among students, indicated by head nodding and similar 
responses. Similarly, when I asked students to raise their hands if they felt stress at school, 
everyone raised their hands. It seems that stress is ever present in the lives of students. When 
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asked what stressors students face, one student exclaimed, “everything.” Students were highly 
participatory and seemed to find interest in the topics. 
Connection. Although the unit was designed to support students' social emotional and 
academic readiness and the topics of asking for help and identifying and discussing stressors at 
school were relevant and of interest to students, there seemed to be a missing component -- 
connecting the skills to how they might help prepare students for postsecondary school. The 
following excerpt from a journal entry captured my concern about how to relate the lesson to 
college readiness: 
I think there are different types of confusion that students experience during their time in 
high school that would require them to ask for help. The first is confusion about technical 
challenges like using a calculator, citing sources, or completing a lab experiment. These 
can be addressed because students can articulate their confusion. There seem to be more 
adaptive problems that limit students' ability to ask for help because they don’t know 
what they don’t know. How are students to ask for help if they do not know that they 
need it? I think college and career readiness is a perfect example. They don’t know how 
to ask for help. 
Similarly, there seemed to be a disconnect between talking about stress in the classroom 
and how that would help support students in college. Although asking students to talk about 
stress and seek help from teachers and counselors seems essential, the Ramp-Up lessons could 
do a better job of connecting the skills of addressing stress and asking for support to the process 
of getting ready for college. 
Unit 4: Requirements for high school graduation vs. postsecondary admission. The 
fourth unit consisted of one lesson. Students were asked to identify the requirements to earn a 
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high school diploma from Ponderosa High School and juxtapose them with the elements of 
entering a local college or university. Students also researched the requirements one other 
college. Although students seemed to enjoy the activity, they may have missed the point: the 
courses they take in high school determine which postsecondary schooling options are available 
to them in the future. Instead, students were shocked about how many high school classes they 
needed to take. Although each group identified the college entry requirements of at least one 
institution of higher education, when asked about how the information influenced how they 
thought about the courses they took in high school, three groups responded, “I don’t know.” If 
students had more time to develop their Postsecondary Plan, then they may have been able to 
compare their high school plan with the college entry requirements. There seems to be a need to 
integrate components of the curriculum. 
Unit 5: Identifying internal strengths and external supports. The fifth unit consisted 
of two lessons. In the first lesson, students considered challenges they faced and then identified 
assets from a checklist that they might leverage to overcome challenges. An example of a 
problem was “loneliness,” and an example of an internal asset was “I feel good about myself.” 
The second lesson had students identify challenges that high school students face when preparing 
for postsecondary schooling and consider internal and external assets to overcome said 
challenges. An example of a challenge was “becoming academically ready for some type of 
college,” and an example of an external asset was “family support.” One theme emerged from 
the analysis of the coded data: application.  
Application. Although students were able to identify internal and external assets that they 
believed would help them with personal challenges and overcome challenges that would prevent 
them from attending college, students may not have been able to apply this skill to explain how 
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the assets would support them in overcoming challenges. Students merely identified assets from 
two lists without making connections to particular challenges. If students are to use assets as a 
tool for overcoming challenges, they must have time to determine why they think assets would 
be helpful and learn how they might apply them in specific situations.  
Unit 6: Effective study strategies. The sixth unit consisted of three assignments 
targeting students’ study strategies. Specifically, students assessed study strategies they could 
employ, identified how to assemble an effective study group, and participated in a study group to 
reflect on the benefits. Two themes emerged from an analysis of the coded journal entries: time 
and engagement. 
Time. The lessons had many activities, which made the time feel rushed. For example, 
during the first assignment, students were not able to complete all portions of their handout as 
the assignment called for them to assess a list of study strategies, provide a rationale for why 
each strategy worked or did not work for them, identify the top three strategies that were 
working for them at the moment, determine which strategies they wanted to develop, assess the 
strategy based on how well they knew them, and then reflect on what they might want to change 
to improve their studying. Similarly, the third assignment had students analyze a graph and then 
write a five-paragraph essay. One student said, “I haven’t written a five-paragraph essay. How 
do you do that?” So, by the end of the lesson, it was difficult to assess the value of a study group 
as none of the groups completed the essay. 
Participation. Of all the advisory lessons taught, the sixth unit seemed to be the most 
difficult to encourage students' participation. During the assignment, students were asked to 
choose a learning strategy and explain why it worked for them. Most (80% or more) students’ 
handouts were blank, and those that did compete for portions of the handout had, at most, four 
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words. For example, for the study strategy, “I find a quiet place to study,” a student rated 
themselves as never using the strategy, and for the explanation, he wrote “music.” Another 
student rated herself as rarely using the strategy “avoiding procrastination,” and for the reason, 
she wrote, “sometimes.” Similarly, most students did not complete the entire handout, and no 
groups were able to finish the group essay. One of the contributing factors that might be 
influencing students’ participation was being distracted by the upcoming winter break. 
Unit 7: Understanding decision making. The seventh unit consisted of two lessons, 
providing students the opportunity to consider how to improve their decision making. First, 
students discussed how the teenage brain makes decisions and then applied a decision-making 
process, consisting of five phases, to three scenarios. The second lesson had students identify a 
personal decision that needed to get made and use the same framework. One theme emerged 
from a journal entry: contextualization. 
Contextualization. Although students participated in the lesson, asked questions, and 
completed all the steps in the process, applying the framework to scenarios and a personal 
decision, the Ramp-Up lesson did not help them to contextualize this process very well to their 
future planning. Conceptually, the lesson provided essential information for students to consider; 
however, practicing five phases of a decision-making framework one time will not ensure that 
they are able to think through a difficult decision in the future. In addition, both the scenario and 
students’ chosen scenarios had nothing to do with preparing for postsecondary school. Instead, 
the focus should directly address the decisions students will need to make in their respective 
postsecondary journeys. The framework was useful in that it could provide students process for 
making a decision that will influence their ability to attend college, especially as they reflected 
on the notion that teenagers seek instant gratification. 
98 
 
Unit 8: Planning your future. The eighth unit consisted of four lessons. However, as 
mentioned in Chapter 4, only two of the lessons were taught. Due to the challenges of securing 
the participation of college graduates to speak on a panel, the two lessons pertaining to preparing 
for and reflecting on the panel discussion were moved to the end of the year. Then, because of 
the health epidemic, schools ended early, and I could not convene a panel. One theme emerged 
from the journal entry, application. 
Application. Although students fully participated, completed their handouts, and 
answered questions, there appeared to be a missing step between talking about the information 
and having students apply the thinking to their beliefs about themselves and their plans for the 
future. For example, students need the opportunity to look at their postsecondary plans and 
reflect on where they will gain 21st century skills, determine whether their career aspirations will 
require them to gain technical knowledge and skills, and identify when they will gain the said 
experience. Students need more time to apply their thinking and integrate the information to 
what they are planning to do. 
Unit 9: 21st century skills. The ninth unit consisted of four lessons. Topics included 
identifying 21st century skills, determining characteristics of what it looked like to operate with 
21st century skills, identifying courses to take in high school to gain technical experience, and 
identifying courses to take in high school to obtain college credit. Two themes emerged: 
confusion and connection. 
Confusion. Although students were interested to learn about 21st century skills, asking 
questions and requesting examples throughout the unit, students were confused and found the 
task to be too difficult to do independently during many of the unit’s lessons. For example, 
during the first lesson, students were asked to identify 21st century skills by matching terms with 
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definitions. The room was set up in a big circle as if students were engaged in a fishbowl 
activity, except there was no inner circle. After I provided students with the directions, they 
began working. The room was more silent than it had ever been before. After three or four 
minutes, I started walking around to see what students were doing, and I noticed that a student 
had not matched a single term to a definition. I helped her with one and then continued to walk 
around. Students’ handouts were blank. No one was able to match a single term to a definition. I 
saw students look up at me, and I said, “would it be helpful to do one more together?” A student 
spoke out “I don’t know what the words mean.” “The terms?” I responded. “No,” another student 
said. “I don’t know what the words in the definition of the sentence mean.” 
Similarly, during the second lesson, students completed a Frayer Model tool to deepen 
their understanding of 21st century skills. Students were asked to determine the characteristics of 
21st century skills. Again, students were confused. No students had more than two examples. 
Most students did not identify a characteristic.  
Connection. It was clear that students needed more help and time to make connections 
between what they are learning and their postsecondary plans. During the class periods  
students did not take the time to consider how what they learned could or should influence their 
thinking about what to do after high school or what careers they would want to explore. 
Although the fourth assignment had students explore high school courses to learn about careers 
in trades, students did not revisit their postsecondary plans or revisit their career aspirations.  
Unit 10: Understating college level coursework. The final unit consisted of two 
assignments. Again, as mentioned in Chapter 4, the final lesson was not covered due to the 
health pandemic and the closing of schools. Only the first lesson in the unit was taught. Students 
identified classes they could take in high school to earn credit for college. Students had several 
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questions about the type of courses they could take at their high school to receive college credit. 
The teacher of record was helpful at fielding questions; although, we did not get to every 
question. Students had limited information about what they can do in high school to earn college 
credit. Again, students’ postsecondary plans were not updated or revised. 
Summary. Because of the early closure of the school due to the novel corona virus, only 
80% of the intended intervention could be delivered. Two advisory assignments in unit 8 were 
not covered, one lesson in unit 10 was not taught, and the Postsecondary Plan check ins were 
only introduced during the first unit. The Postsecondary Plan was sent home as homework, but 
the check-in was not covered, and neither were the two Readiness Rubric check ins. At the same 
time, students received a large majority of the intended curriculum. Analyses of journal entries 
indicated several ways in which the curriculum could potentially be improved to have a more 
positive impact. These will be analyzed further in the Discussion section. 
 Dosage. Attendance records were kept for measuring the amount of the intervention 
received by participants (i.e., dosage). On average, students’ participation was above 92 percent. 
Four students attended the course less than 80 percent of the time, while 19 students participated 





Table 5.1  
Student Daily Attendance  
Unit and Lesson Date Student n (%) 
Pretest August 29, 2020 23 (100) 
Unit 1 lesson 1 September 5, 2019 23 (100) 
Unit 1 Lesson 2 September 12, 2019 23 (100) 
Unit 1 Lesson 3 September 19, 2019 21 (91) 
Unit 2 Lesson 1 September 26, 2019 21 (91) 
Unit 2 Lesson 2 October 3, 2019 23 (100) 
Unit 2 Lesson 3 October 10, 2019 23 (91) 
Unit 3 Lesson 1 October 24, 2019 23 (100) 
Unit 3 Lesson 2 October 31, 2019 21 (91) 
Unit 4 Lesson 1 November 7, 2019 22 (95) 
Unit 5 Lesson 1 November 21, 2019 22 (95) 
Unit 5 Lesson 2 December 5, 2020 22 (95) 
Unit 6 Lesson 1 December 12, 2020 21 (91) 
Unit 6 Lesson 2 December 19, 2020 23 (100) 
Unit 6 Lesson 3  January 9, 2020 18 (78) 
Unit 7 Lesson 1 January 16, 2020 23 (100) 
Unit 7 Lesson 2 January 23, 2020 19 (82) 
Unit 8 Lesson 1 January 30, 2020 18 (78) 
Unit 8 Lesson 4 February 6, 2020 20 (86) 
Unit 9 Lesson 1 February 13, 2020 22 (95) 
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Unit 9 Lesson 2 February 20, 2020 20 (86) 
Unit 9 Lesson 3 February 27, 2020 22 (95) 
Unit 9 Lesson 4 March 2, 2020 20 (86) 
Unit 10 Lesson 1 March 12, 2020 22 (95) 
Posttest  March 19, 2020 22 (95) 
 
Participant Responsiveness (RQ2) 
 Analysis of exit ticket data from six of the ten units provided insight into whether 
students thought the content was interesting, planned to apply the skills and knowledge, paid 
attention, or identified the main idea of the lesson. The focus groups illuminated the extent to 
which the treatment and control conditions differed in preparing students for college.  
Exit Tickets. Table 5.2 summarizes student responses to questions on the exit tickets, 
which were administered six times throughout the school year. On average, students' responses 
indicate they found the content somewhat interesting. Similarly, on average, students agreed 
somewhat to wanting to use the ideas presented and paying attention. Nearly all students were 




Table 5.2  
Exit Ticket Responses14 








I want to try 












main idea of 
the lesson 
(%) 
Unit 1 21 3.00 3.42 3.47 95% 
 
Unit 3 20 3.15 3.40 3.50 85% 
 
Unit 4 21 3.38 3.23 3.47 100% 
 
Unit 6 18 3.05 3.00 2.94 83%  
 
Unit 8 21 3.09 3.09 3.38 90%t 
 
Unit 9 21 3.14 3.19 3.23 100%  
 
 
Focus groups. Analysis of data from both the mid- and end-of-year focus groups of 
students from the advisory period yielded rich details about student response to the advisory 
content, the pacing of the course, and organization of course topics.  
Organization. During the focus group, students commented on how well organized the 
class was. They agreed that when they came in, binders and journals were on their desk, and they 
could get started right away. As one student noted, "we come in and do whatever is on the 
screen, you talk about something, and then we talk with classmates about the topic." The other 




14 Data reported are means based on a 4-point scale. 
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noted, "I liked that we had everything organized; it made it easy to look back and see what we 
did [in previous lessons]." Another student commented, "I like taking notes in class and keeping 
them in my binder."  
Pacing. As described in Chapter 4, the advisory curriculum was designed for the lessons 
to be 30-minutes. However, the high school where the intervention was conducted only allowed 
for 24-minute advisory periods, making it challenging to cover all activities in each assignment. 
Students seemed to identify the challenge of covering all the content in the limited time 
available. As one student noted, "time goes by really fast, which is good; sometimes it goes by 
too fast like we are in a hurry. Like, there is so much to do." Another student shared, "yeah, like 
sometimes we move on from writing to something else, and I am not able to finish." Although I 
edited every lesson agenda to ensure we could complete each of the activities, students indicated 
they did not feel like they had enough time during the advisory period.  
Course topics. Students enjoyed the content of the class and learning more about what it 
takes to prepare for college. As one student noted, "the [advisory] class is super interesting, and 
there is so much to know to go to college. Yeah. I'm glad I'm getting to know what to do." All 
participants indicated that other teachers did not talk to them about college in class. One noted, 
"no one [outside of this class] talks to us about college." A different student said, "I really like 
talking about goals." When asked what could be done to make the class more interesting and 
engaging, two said "nothing" and the other said, "I like it, maybe more time to talk with my 
friends." Overall, the course content appeared to be interesting to students.  
Students in the treatment group responded enthusiastically to the advisory’s focus on 
making plans for after high school. Student 2 noted: 
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Well, advisory period kind of opened my mind to new ideas, and it made me realize a lot 
of things about college. And I didn't really think about college like that, but the stuff we 
did and sharing those ideas really kind of helped understand more.  
Student 3 also described benefits of the advisory period:  
 I didn't really think about it [college] since I was so focused on my other classes, and I 
didn't have time to think about college or what you need to get there, everything you 
taught us. So, it was nice having a class where that was a focus for us. 
Student 1 also found the advisory period helpful and commented on how discussing skills to 
develop in preparation for postsecondary schooling particularly useful. She stated,  
I didn't really think about college that much or just having an education after high school. 
And I'd say it has changed my way of thinking about college but not just that, things like 
communication skills, sharing our thoughts with the class. 
Students seemed to enjoy the opportunity to talk about college during high school. More 
specifically, they were interested in the content and thought it was relevant. As one student 
noted, 
Well, to be college ready, you need a lot of skills and time management, organization 
skills, communication skills. I just feel like that class really helped me because, before 
that, I don't really think about things like that, but that period of time helped me learn 
those things that I need for college. 
Although students in the treatment group were provided an opportunity to make plans for 
after high school, they found it difficult at the end of the year to describe how it influenced their 
plans or better prepared them. As one student noted, "It's hard to remember all the things we did 
specifically." Another agreed, "It's been a while since we've been to that advisory, so I can't 
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really remember anything." That said, they were able to identify two units that were the most 
helpful, setting goals and developing skills. Student 1 noted, "The goals was probably my 
favorite part because, I mean, it helped me set goals for my future, and it made me really realize 
what I really wanted in life."  
Comparison of Treatment and Control Group Experiences (RQ3)  
The third research question aimed to determine differences in how each group described 
their experiences during the advisory period. Focus group discussions highlighted several 
differences in their experiences. Two themes emerged from the coded data, including structured 
learning and guidance.  
Structured learning. One of the most obvious ways the two groups differed in their 
responses was describing what they did in the advisory period. The control group did not receive 
the college preparatory curriculum, nor were the other advisory periods designed to talk with 
students about college. Yet, the treatment group described their experience in their advisory 
period as being highly structured. Students in the treatment group explained an overview of the 
Ramp-Up curriculum was designed. Student 1 described the advisory as such: 
So, a typical day would be we walked in; we would find our binders. They were pretty 
organized. We would sit down and do the bell work and talk about it as a class. And then 
you'd give us instructions, and we'd do the following. We'd usually talk about our 
classmates with them, and we just have a whole class discussion until the bell rang, 
typically. 
Students in the control group described their experiences differently. Student 5 noted,  
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"We do ISAT15 practice, I think that It was, so most of the days we would go on there and 
get on the computer and do that and somedays we would just go in there and do 
homework or whatever. And just basically do homework the whole time. And sometimes 
it was just like free time. 
The student was likely taking practice tests, when not using the period to get caught up on 
coursework. The second student agreed, "Yeah, most days I would do that or just get caught up 
on work." As students described their experiences, it was made clear that students in the 
treatment group experienced structured learning experiences while those in the control group 
seldom worked on assignments that provided structured learning.  
Additionally, treatment students shared what they found valuable about the advisory 
period, how helpful they found their advisory period to plan for college, what they were planning 
to do after high school, how helpful they found their classes in preparing them for life after high 
school, and how their advisory period helped them overcome challenges they might encounter 
when preparing for college. Students in the control group indicated making plans for after high 
school did not happen at school. When asked about how the advisory period supported them in 
making plans, Student 5 noted, "It was just kind of like a period to get work done." When asked 
about how helpful the advisory period was at helping students think about life after high school, 
Student 6 said, “We didn't really talk much about that in a whole lot of advisories.” Student 5 








about college really all.” This student concluded that it might be a good idea to “ turn advisory 
into a class like that, because advisory sometimes is nothing. And … talk[ing] about college 
should be a lot more helpful than doing nothing." 
Guidance from teachers outside of advisory. One theme that emerged from both 
groups was the limited opportunities throughout the rest of their school day that they had to make 
plans for after high school. Both treatment and control students described a similar experience of 
not receiving any guidance about college from any of their other classroom teachers. When 
asked if other teachers speak with them about college, Student 6 acknowledged: "They don't 
really talk about it that much, not really. I'm not very educated about what to do because they 
don't really talk to me about it." Instead, students admitted that most of the support and 
information they get about college tended to come from home. "My mom mainly is the one who 
really pushes me" (Student 6). "Yeah, me too, my parents mostly" (Student 5). Student 5 noted, 
"Maybe it's just for this freshman year, but they [teachers] haven't really talked about it at all, so 
I think it's not true. I don't think we're prepared, really.” 
Moreover, students in the treatment group largely agreed that they received little 
guidance at school and described a greater need for adult support. Student 1 noted, "I never 
really heard teachers talk about college or help us prepare for college. Basically, all about just 
their class." Student 2 agreed and noted her desire to have more support at school: "Not every 
student has a role model in their life, or they just need help with something. I feel like they could 
go to their teacher and try to get help from them." Student 3 emphasized the importance of 
teachers, specifically, in supporting students as they prepare for life after high school: 
I also feel like they could talk to us about college because none of us obviously, teachers 
have gone to college to get their degree, but none of their students have gone, obviously. 
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So, I feel like it'd be a good idea for the teachers to actually tell them what life is going to 
be like going to college and what they need to be prepared with the most. 
Outside of the treatment advisory, students from both the treatment and control groups 
agreed that there were few structured opportunities at school to discuss postsecondary schooling 
or make plans. Students in the treatment group acknowledged that the advisory period was one of 
the only opportunities they had to receive guidance. Although students in both groups indicated 
that they received little from teachers and school staff, students voiced their desire for support 
from teachers to prepare for college.  
Outcome Evaluation Findings 
This section describes findings for outcome evaluation research questions about the 
impact of the intervention on students’ college going self-efficacy (CGSE) score gains and grit. 
It also examines findings about the difference in treatment and control group students' 
description of plans for after high school. It begins by assessing the baseline equivalence of the 
treatment and control groups and then reports impact findings. 
Baseline Equivalence 
Random assignment is theoretically supposed to ensure the comparison group and 
treatment group have similar responses before the treatment occurs (Leviton & Lipsey, 2007). To 
determine if the assumed baseline equivalence between the treatment and control group was met, 
I analyzed the pre-survey data to determine if the random assignment resulted in a similar 
starting point for both groups. Given the larger attrition (missing data) in the control group than 
in the treatment group, assessing baseline equivalence was particularly important. 
Table 5.3 provides the baseline means for both the CGSE and grit scale measures, 
together with the standardized mean differences (Cohen’s d).  
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Table 5.3  
Baseline Treatment/Control Means in CGSE and Grit Scale Measures  
 
Baseline Treatment 







(Cohen’s d)  
p value 
CGSE   3.12 (0.52)  3.20 (0.60)  0.14 .56 
GRIT   3.96 (0.71)  4.22 (0.60)  0.41 .11 
Note: The CGSE scale ranged from 1 to 4; the GRIT scale ranged from 1 to 5. 
Although differences between the groups are not statistically significant, this could be expected 
from the underpowered nature of the study. The standardized mean difference between groups at 
baseline were both larger than the 0.05 difference threshold set by the What Works 
Clearinghouse (WWC) for analyses without using covariates, and the difference in Grit scores 
(.41) is larger than the 0.25 difference threshold for analyses with covariates.16 Given the 
exploratory nature of this small study, however, I continued with the analysis plan proposed.  
The differences between the groups is possibly due to nonrandom attrition, creating a 
biased control sample. That is, the large number of students in the control group who did not take 
the presurvey may have been students who were less interested in attending college, which 
would affect their baseline CGSE and grit scores and the baseline equivalence of the groups. 
Analyses of differences between the treatment and control group respondents in parents’ 




16 Conducting multivariate analysis to control for covariates would have been more methodologically 
rigorous but was beyond the scope of this study. 
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have parents who attended college (see Figures 5.1 and 5.2), which could predict higher baseline 
scores (Cataldi, Bennett, & Chen, 2018).  
 
Figure 5.1. Difference in reported education level of students’ fathers on the pre survey.  
 
 
Figure 5.2. Difference in reported education level of students’ mothers on the pre survey.  
 
College Going Self-Efficacy (RQ4) 
As noted in the table above, students in the control group started with a higher mean (3.2) 
on the CGSE scale than the treatment group (3.12). Students' responses declined in both the 
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Did not attend college
Attended college but not get a degree;
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Don't know
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treatment and control groups from their pre to post survey. The control group decline was larger, 
and the treatment group had a slightly higher CGSE mean than the control group at the end of the 
school year. Figure 5.3 presents the pre and post survey results for the treatment and control 
groups on the CGSE scale.  
 
Figure 5.3. Difference in CGSE pre and posttest comparison.  
 
Impact analyses were conducted by comparing the CGSE gain scores for treatment and 


















Figure 5.4. CGSE gain score differences between treatment and control group. 
 
Students’ CGSE scores in both groups declined over the course of the year, but the 
treatment group’s score declined less than the control group. The Cohen’s d effect size for the 
impact of the intervention on CGSE was 0.16, a relatively small effect. Although this study’s 
small sample size limits its power to detect significant effects, I also conducted an ANOVA test 
(comparable to an independent samples t-test) to determine if the difference between the two 
groups was significant. Table 5.4 presents the findings. The significance (p) value is .55, 
indicating the difference was not significant for this small sample. Although not statistically 
significant and relatively small, the positive effect size of .16 may indicate a potentially 


















Table 5.4  









CGSE   -0.08 (0.61)  -0.18 (0.69)  0.16 0.55 
GRIT   -0.07 (0.63)  -0.37 (0.65)  0.41 .13 
 
Grit (RQ5) 
Similar to students’ CGSE scores, students’ grit scores also decreased from pre to post 
survey. Students in the control group started with a higher score (4.22) than the treatment group 
(3.95). Again, students' responses declined in both the treatment and control groups from their 
pre to post survey. Figure 5.5 presents the pre and post survey results for the treatment and 
control group’s response to the grit scale. 
 
 















Impact analyses were conducted by comparing the grit gain scores for treatment and 
control students using an independent sample t-test. Figure 5.6 presents the grit gain score for 
each group. 
 
Figure 5.6. Grit gain score differences between treatment and control group  
Students’ Grit scores in both groups declined over the course of the year, but the 
treatment group’s score declined less than the control group. The Cohen’s d effect size for the 
impact of the intervention on grit was 0.41, a relatively large effect in education research. 
Although this study’s small sample size limits its power to detect significant effects, I also 
conducted an ANOVA test (comparable to an independent samples t-test) to determine if the 
difference between the two groups was significant. Table 5.4 presents the findings. The 
significance value was .13, indicating the difference was not significant for this small sample. 
Although not statistically significant, the positive effect size of .41 may indicate a potentially 

















Plans for Postsecondary Schooling (RQ6)  
In the following section, I describe how treatment and comparison students' plans for 
postsecondary schooling differed. Besides reporting student survey findings over time, I used 
Braun and Clarke's (2006) six phase thematic analysis qualitative data analysis approach with the 
focus group data.17 Analysis of both survey and focus group data identified three emerging 
themes: the “dampening” of college bound plans, a relationship between college and career 
plans, and financial barriers.  
“Dampening” of collegebound plans. Figure 5.7 presents both groups’ pre- and post- 
survey responses about their likelihood of attending college. It does appear that their answer to 
that one question aligns with their CGSE and grit scale scores, in that students’ perceptions of 





17 Findings reported below could be influenced by unrepresentative participation in the focus groups, 























Plans to Attend College
Tretment % Control %
117 
 
Figure 5.7. Students plans to attend college pre and post survey.  
Of the factors that mediated the decline in students’ plans for college, uncertainty about 
the future and the influence of time in high school are likely the most significant. The closure of 
school and the fear of the health pandemic likely reduced students’ interest or aspirations for 
future endeavors. For example, a recent national survey of parents identified students’ post high 
school plans have changed since the pandemic, indicated by a seven percent decrease of parents 
indicating that their students are going to a four-year program (College Savings Foundation, 
2020). There is also some evidence to suggest that students’ aspirations for college tend decrease 
during high school (Ikoma & Broer, 2015). Students’ beliefs in their own abilities and what they 
can accomplish may have decreased naturally as they progressed through high school.  
Relationship of college and career aspirations. Although students from both focus 
groups shared a desire to attend college, how they talked about their plans for after high school 
differed. Students in the treatment group discussed their plans for after high school and the 
merits of college as a means for preparing them for desired careers, whereas students in the 
control group only discussed an interest to attend college. Among treatment group participants, 
Student 1 wanted to be a cosmetologist, and Student 2 shared that she wanted to "go to [college 
to] become a nurse for a few years and then go back to become a doctor." Student 3 indicated a 
desire to go to college as well, "I kind of want to go to a beauty school, a program for hairstyling 
just to be a hairdresser, but I've also thought about doing something in the medical field like the 
idea of being a pediatrician."  
Conversely, students in the control group shared an interest in going to college but did 
not talk about how their desire to attend college was related to career goals. Student 5 described 
his postsecondary plan: "I just kind of want to go play college basketball somewhere. I don't 
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really care where, and I don't know what I would do in college, major in." Student 4 said, "I don't 
know my major, but I want to minor in theater and then see where it takes me." 
Findings from comparing treatment and control student focus group data indicated 
similar plans for postsecondary schooling between the two groups (which may not have been 
representative of the entire group of study students). Students in the treatment group already had 
plans to attend college. As student 1 stated, "Obviously, going to college." Student 2 indicated a 
desire to attend a trade school: "I kind of want to go to a beauty school." Students in the control 
group shared their intentions for a college education. Student 4 noted, "Well, I want to go study 
at C of I [College of Idaho]." Student 5 shared, "I just kind of want to go play college basketball 
somewhere. I don't really care where, and I don't know what I would do in college, major in." 
Financial barriers. Students in both groups also indicated financial strain to be the most 
significant barrier to attending college. All three students in the treatment group identified money 
as being the greatest challenge. When asked what the most significant challenge they would face 
reaching their postsecondary goals, Student 1 stated, "money and all that is kind of a big one for 
most people." Student 2 agreed, "having enough money to pay for it is also a big struggle for a 
lot of people." Student 5 from the control group confirmed, "I think, for me, it would be a 
financial challenge." As students are making plans for college, the financial burden weighs 
heavily on their minds.  
Summary 
Findings from the process evaluation indicated that it was generally possible to 
implement the intervention as planned and for students to receive sufficient dosage. There were 
high levels of student participation and assignment completion, and focus group findings 
confirmed that students enjoyed the course curriculum. Students in the treatment group seemed 
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to benefit from having an advisory period that focused on postsecondary preparation as they 
identified the course as a factor that provided them with information and targeted discussions to 
make plans for after high school. Students in the control group acknowledged the limitations of 
their advisory period and desired more opportunities to learn about college. Both groups desired 
more opportunities in high school to discuss postsecondary plans acknowledged limited 
interactions with teachers and at the school that discussed postsecondary pathways. Although the 
intervention did not produce the expected increase in grit and college-going self-efficacy, the 
decline on these measures was notably lower for the treatment than the control group. The study 
showed promising effects, though there were numerous limitations that affect our ability to draw 
strong conclusions. After discussing those limitations, I will draw some conclusions in the 
Discussion section about the implications of the study for education practitioners. 
Limitations 
Next, the limitations of the study will be discussed and implications for further research 
will be determined.  
Unplanned School Closure  
As mentioned throughout the chapter, school closure due to the health pandemic had a 
notable impact on the findings of this study. Most concretely, the crisis halted the intervention, 
limiting dosage of the intervention. Pandemic issues may also have influenced student responses 
on the end-of-year survey and during focus groups. 
Small Sample Size 
As noted in Chapter 4, the sample size for this study was too small to detect significant 
effects of the size expected. Limited resources made it difficult to conduct this dissertation study 
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in multiple schools to obtain a sufficient sample size. Results of this exploratory study must 
necessarily be interpreted with caution.  
Attrition Bias 
The attrition of the control group discussed above was larger than expected and may have 
been nonrandom, resulting in differences in characteristics between treatment and control 
students that could affect student outcomes. The control group had a larger proportion of 
students whose parents completed college than did the treatment group. This could be due to 
control group attrition among students whose parents had not attended college.  
Lack of Baseline Equivalence  
Control group attrition may help to explain the lack of baseline equivalence in the 
outcome measures. The lack of baseline equivalence limits the conclusions that can be drawn 
about the effects of the intervention.  
Inability to Link Pre and Post-Intervention Scores  
Given the need to complete the post-test survey quickly before the closing of the school 
and the promised anonymity of survey responses, it was not possible to implement measures to 
link students’ pre- and post-intervention survey responses. Using the group mean as a pre-test 
score for each student was necessary but not optimal for study analyses and could affect findings 
in ways that cannot be predicted.  
Nonrepresentative Focus Groups 
Another limitation for the study was the small size of focus groups and the probable non-
representative nature of those groups. Only three students from the treatment group (who also 
participated in the mid-year focus group) and two students from the control group agreed to 
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participate in the end of year focus groups, and they were self-selected. Conclusions from the 
qualitative data analysis need to be interpreted with caution. 
Discussion 
The purpose of the inquiry was to ascertain the extent to which a specific college 
readiness intervention could influence student outcomes in a rural high school context. In 
particular, it sought to determine if there was a difference in gains in CGSE and grit scores 
between students receiving the Ramp-Up program and those who did not, and to identify how the 
school-based intervention may have influenced how students talked about their college plans. 
The study had multiple limitations, as discussed above, but the results of the analyses lean in a 
somewhat promising direction. Although scores on both these measures declined over the year (a 
phenomenon documented in other studies, such as Ikoma & Broer, 2015), the decline was 
notably lower for students receiving the Ramp-Up intervention. At the same time, given the lack 
of positive findings in the previous randomized study of Ramp-Up (Lindsay et al., 2017) and the 
limitations of the positive-learning findings of this study, the results of this study do not 
necessarily support the expanded implementation of the Ramp-Up curriculum in its current form 
or on its own. As noted earlier, the process evaluation identified areas in which the curriculum 
might be improved to be more effective. In addition, although schools have a significant role in 
providing cultural and social capital to shape what students believe about themselves and equip 
them with the tools for college and career readiness, high schools will need a more 
comprehensive and multifaceted approach to accomplish such an undertaking, What follows is a 
discussion of the barriers schools face utilizing college-readiness curriculum, including staff 
capacity to adapt lessons, shortcomings of prepackaged curricula, and the need for establishing a 
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school-wide college-going culture as a foundation for implementing an advisory period 
intervention.  
While the Ramp-Up advisory period curriculum was relatively simple to implement as 
the lessons and materials are provided, the curriculum needs adaptation. This echoes conclusions 
of Martinez and colleagues (2017), whose findings regarding a college guidance curriculum led 
them to argue for greater contextualization and adaption of the curricula. Similarly, Cowhy and 
de la Torre (2017) concluded that that college and career-focused programs at schools may take 
time to achieve their aims. Developing an excellent advisory curriculum takes time and would 
likely require additional funds or teacher capacity; both seem to be limited resources in rural 
settings (see Chapter 2). The curriculum needs to be situated within a broader career exploration 
framework that will motivate students to think more deeply about postsecondary planning. 
For example, several common themes emerged from journal entries for each unit. 
Themes that spanned each unit included high levels of participation from students and a 
disconnect between postsecondary planning and the lesson activities. Students seemed to be 
quite interested in postsecondary preparation, evidenced by their consistent participation in 
discussions and completion of assignments (see emergent themes from Unit 1, Unit 3, and Unit 
10). Findings from the focus groups and exit ticket data confirm that students found the content 
interesting. Whenever participation was low or tasks were not completed, students were either 
confused or did not have enough time to complete all parts of the lesson (see emergent themes 
from Unit 2, Unit 6, and Unit 9). The other theme that was evident across units was the 
disconnect between the postsecondary planning and the curriculum. Although students were 
building skills to overcome challenges (i.e., grit) and learning essential information to boost their 
confidence in their abilities (i.e., self-efficacy), there were minimal opportunities for students to 
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revisit their college or career plans, reconsidering their future goals or the pathways that would 
allow them to there (see emergent themes from Unit 2, Unit 3, Unit 4, Unit 5, Unit 7, Unit 8, 
Unit 9). Although the curriculum did provide two opportunities for students to work on their 
Postsecondary Plans worksheet, ongoing opportunities were needed throughout the school year 
for students to learn about career options and update their Postsecondary Plans accordingly. In 
short, opportunities to learn about career opportunities and the postsecondary training needed to 
equip them for those careers were essential missing components of the Ramp-Up curriculum, a 
necessary process in expanding students' understanding of possible opportunities.  
It has been shown that school-based career exploration programs that focus on expanding 
students' understanding of what options exist have a significant influence on the likelihood of 
students graduating high school and attending postsecondary school (Visher, Bhandari, & 
Medrich, 2004). Hackmann (2013) argues that a critical step in preparing students for 
postsecondary schooling is broadening students' understanding of career options. Because many 
students, particularly those from families with little educational attainment, will not take 
informed steps in high school to prepare them for postsecondary schooling or the workforce, 
"career exploration simply cannot be left to chance for any student" (p. 8). Career exploration 
may be especially crucial in rural high schools in Idaho, given some of the that indirectly 
influence students’ postsecondary decisions (e.g., workforce opportunities, education deserts). 
Thus, schools should consider how they might broaden students understanding of career 





Besides linking interventions like Ramp- Up to a broader focus on career exploration, 
such interventions need to be built on the foundation of underlying college-going culture. 
Students in this study observed how there were few opportunities outside of the Ramp-Up 
advisory (see Chapter 5) to talk with teachers about college or make career plans. Roderick et al. 
(2008) argue that students access social and cultural capital from schools for college when 
"students have access to norms for college enrollment" (p. 6). Without a college-going culture 
established, an intervention may be ineffective at shaping students' habitus. A first step in 
developing a college-going culture may be to inspire teachers to build such a culture that helps 
students explore postsecondary opportunities. 
Recommended First Step 
A more comprehensive approach to preparing students for college is required. It is 
important for schools to consider how to use the structure and resources in place to build a 
college-going culture. The school under study had a structure built into the school day (i.e., 
advisory period) to provide supports for postsecondary planning. It is recommended that 
principals begin building a college-going culture among school faculty so that advisory is part of 
a broader culture. Suppose teachers felt greater responsibility, urgency, and excitement about 
providing students with career exploration and college preparation. In that case, it may increase 
students' access to social and cultural capital much more than an outsider can accomplish in 24 
minutes once a week.  
Concretely, it important to consider how teachers can be positioned as owners and 
drivers, directing an initiative to build a college-going culture for school staff and students. For 
teachers to be invested, they need to help direct the focus of their learning and work on authentic 
problems situated in their context (Raphael, Vasquez, Fortune, Gavelek, & Au, 2014). That is, 
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developing educators' ability to support students' career search and postsecondary aspirations 
requires the principal to invest teachers in the challenge and find solutions. Instead of requiring 
school-wide changes or implementing a top-down initiative for all advisory periods (which rarely 
work; Bryk & Gomez, 2015) the principal could potentially start small by forming a committee 
of teachers and students to determine how the school can build a college-going culture that 
allows for career exploration and postsecondary planning. That committee would make 
recommendations on how to best provide students with the noncognitive skills and mindsets that 
would increase their understanding of what they can do in the future, help them develop an 
enhanced belief in their abilities and a plan for how to achieve their goals, and, and bolster their 
ability to persevere through challenges. 
This will be a challenge. But rural principals may be able to leverage the energy and 
commitment of their TFA teachers in this endeavor. Just as the current study and adaptation of 
an advisory period grew out of the experiences and passions of a former TFA teacher, it may be 
possible for TFA to work together with rural school leaders to cast a vision and develop a plan 
for building a broader college-going culture than includes more opportunity for students to 
explore careers and begin planning more systematically for their futures. Expanding an advisory 
program to increase rural students’ college readiness must be built on the broader foundation of a 
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Needs Assessment: Semi Structured Principal Interviews 
The following script was read aloud to principals during cognitive interviews. 
Participants first completed a short survey in preparation for our conversation. The outline of the 
script is based on McNamara’s (2009) outline of setting the stage for an interview. The 
guidelines are as follows: (1) choose a setting with little distraction; (2) explain the purpose of 
the interview; (3) address terms of confidentiality; (4) explain the format of the interview; (5) 
indicate how long the interview usually takes; (6) tell them how to contact you after the 
interview if they want to; (7) ask them if they have any questions before you both get started 
with the interview; and (8) don't count on your memory to recall their answers. 
Establish Rapport: Hello. Thank you for having me at your school. As I mentioned earlier in 
the year, I am working on my doctoral degree and am hoping to learn more about how to support 
our rural schools in Idaho. Today we would like to have a conversation with you about college 
and career preparation and access. What we are trying to accomplish before we leave here today 
is to get a better understanding of how your school staff and environment support you in making 
decisions about what to do after high school.  
Are there any questions? 
Expectations: Let’s go over some shared expectations.  
Confidentiality: Everything you tell me today will be kept completely confidential. I will 
summarize the things you tell me and combine it with other focus groups we are giving.  
Interview Speed: I intend to discuss all the issues we planned to discuss. If I ask you questions 
while you are talking, I’m not being rude; I’m just making sure everyone has a chance to talk and 
that we discuss all the issues.  
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Recording: Before we begin, I do want to acknowledge that I will be recording this interview so 
that I can go back and listen to it later. Is that okay with you? I request a verbal “yes” or “no” to 
ensure your understanding.  
Prior to engaging in this focus group, you completed a survey. I am interested in why you 
answered each question the way that you did and hope to learn more about what you were 
thinking when you chose your answer. Do you have any questions?  
College Going Culture Interview Questions  
Consider why you agreed or disagreed with the following statements:  
Teachers in this high school expect most students to go to college.  
Teachers help students plan for college outside of class time.  
The curriculum is focused on helping students get ready for college.  
Teachers feel that it is part of their job to prepare students for success in college.  
Many of our students in this high school are planning to go to college. 
1. Why did you answer it that way?  
2. Can you provide an example?  



























Focus group script  





curriculum will be 
30 class periods 
for 24 minutes 
covering the 
following topics  
(1) Preparation 
(2) Setting Smart 
Goals 
(3) Seeking Help 
in High School  













































































Plan that outlines 







(1) Administrator support 
(2) Students will be interested in the opportunity  
(3) Students will attend all 30 advisory periods 
(4) Administrator will allow the researcher to take over 
an advisory period  
(1) Changes in school leadership  
(2) Resistance from teachers 
(3) Unable to recruit students  
(4) Unforeseen circumstances that prohibit some 







Reflective Journal Prompts 
Gibbs (1988) outlines a reflexive cycle questions for researchers to consider as they engage in 
qualitative data gathering. Below is an example of the spreadsheet layout. The qualitative data 
collected from the instrument provided information about the coverage and delivery of the 
curriculum. 
Question Reflection 











What was good and 






What sense can you 






What else could 





If it arose again, 












Advisory Period Exit Ticket  
1) To what extent do the 









1. I thought advisory period was 
interesting today. 
        
2. I want to try to use the ideas 
and skills we discussed 
today. 
        
3. I paid attention to the 
discussion in advisory today. 
        
  






High School Student Survey (Fall and Spring) 
Advisory Section Teacher Name __________________________________________ 
Tell us a little about you. Please mark the response that best fits you. 
To what extent do the 
following describe you…   
Not like 










1.  I finish whatever I 
begin  
         
 
2. I am a hard worker          
 
3. I continue steadily 
toward my goals  
        
 
4. I don’t give up easily          
 
 
Please tell us about how you are 










5. I plan to attend college after high 
school.  
    
 
How sure are you about being able 







Sure Very sure 
6. I can find a way to pay for 
college  
    
7. I can have family support for 
going to college  
    
8. I can get accepted into college      
9. I can have family support for 
going to college  
    
How sure are you about being able 





Sure Very sure 
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10. I can choose a good college 
    
11. I can get a scholarship or grant 
for college 
    
12. I can make my family proud with 
my choices after high school  
    
13. I can choose college courses that 
best fit my interest  
    
14. I can pay for college even if my 
family cannot help me  
    
15. I can get good grades in my high 
school math classes  
    
16. I can get good grades in my high 
school science classes  
    
17. I can choose high school classes 
needed to get into a good college  
    
18. I can know enough about 
computers to get into college  
    
19. I can go to college after high 
school  
    
 
If you do go to college, how sure 







Sure Very sure 
20. I could pay for each year of 
college  
    
21. I could get A’s and B’s in college      
22. I could get my family to support 
my wish of finishing college  
    
23. I could take care of myself in 
college  
    
24. I could fit in at college      
25. I could get good enough grades 
to get or keep a scholarship  
    
26. I could finish college and receive 
a college degree  
    
27. I could care for my family 
responsibilities while in college  
    
28. I could set my own schedule 
while in college  
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If you do go to college, how sure 







Sure Very sure 
29. I could make friends at college      
30. I could get the education I need 
for my choice of career  
    
31. I could get a job after I graduate 
from college  
    
32. I could be smart enough to finish 
college 
    
33. I would like to be in college     
34. I could pick the right things to 
study at college  
    
35. I could do the classwork and 
homework assignments in college 
classes  
    
 
About you: 
 Please select answer the questions below by placing an “X” in the box in which you agree.  
36. I am: 
 Male     
 Female 
 
37. My mother: 
 Did not attend college 
 Attended college but did not get a degree 
 Received a college degree 
 Don’t know 
 
38. My father: 
 Did not attend college 
 Attended college but did not get a degree 
 Received a college degree 
 Don’t know 
 







Student Focus Group Protocol (Mid- and End of Year, Both Advisory Groups) 
Discuss student assent forms, reminding students of voluntary nature of the focus group, that 
they can decline to participate now or at any time. Ask permission for recording (if all parents 
have consented to recording; recording will not occur if there is anyone who does not give 
consent). Ask if there any questions. 
 
1) Just to get us started, let’s do a quick whip-around and have everyone share their name and 
what they like best about advisory period. 
 
2) Tell us about a typical day in advisory period this year. 
 
3) What has been most valuable to you in your advisory period this year? (Has it helped you 
build any particular skills?) 
 
4) How helpful has the advisory been for you in thinking about your future after high school? 
For helping you think about college and taking the steps you need to get there?  
 
5) What kinds of plans are you thinking about for after high school? 
 
6) What challenges do you think you might have in being able to go to college, and what do you 
think you need to meet those challenges? 
 
7) How much are your teachers talking to you about college in your other high school classes? 
What kinds of things are you talking about with teachers in relation to college? 
 
8) How well do you think your high school classes and other high school programs are 
preparing you for what to do after high school? Tell us more about how you came to those 
opinions.  
 
9) What advice would you give school leaders about how school could be more helpful in 






Handout Example (Unit 3 Assignment 1: Seeking Help at School) 
Agenda  Outcomes  
(3 minutes) Warm Up 
(3 minutes) Silent Reflection  
(4 minutes) Video and Discussion 
(12 minutes) Read and Discuss  
(2 minutes) Exit Ticket 
Dialogue about why humans have a hard time 
asking for help 
Identify strategies for asking for help 
Determine where to go for help at their school. 
 
(3 minutes) Warm Up 
Directions: What are SMART Goals? Add the word associated with each letter. Why are they 
important?  
 
S - ____________________________________ (What is something specific I want to be 
able to do or to change?) 
M - ____________________________________ (How will I know when I have reached 
my goal?) 
A - ____________________________________ (Is this a realistic goal that I can reach?) 
R - ____________________________________ (Does this goal matter to me? Is it 
important?) 
T - ____________________________________ (When will I accomplish this?) 
 
Why are SMART goals important? (Write 2 sentences) 
 
 
(3 minutes) Silent Reflection  
As I read the following questions aloud, silently think to your own actions and ways of thinking:  
 
• Told a teacher you understood something when you really did not?  
• Refused to ask a teacher for help because you did not want your teacher to think you were 
not smart enough?  
• Not asked for help from someone due to your own pride?  
• Gotten nervous just thinking about asking someone for help?  
• Wanted to ask someone for help with understanding something but did not because of a lack 
of confidence?  
• Pretended that you did not care if you knew something in school when inside you really did 
want to know?  
• Had trouble sleeping or eating because you were afraid to ask for help when you knew you 
needed it?  
• Gotten angry at someone who asks you if you need help, when in actuality you did need it? 
• Avoided people who could help you, even when you needed their help?  





(4 minutes) Video and Discussion 
Many of us find it difficult to ask for help and to admit that we do not understand something. If 
students are going to be ready for college, they need to be honest about when they need help, and 
not be afraid to ask for it.  
 










(12 minutes) Read and Discuss  
As we read the following passage, consider the following discussion questions.  
 
1. Jackson uses a number of avoidance tactics in not asking for help (e.g., telling a 
classmate he didn’t try on the quiz, using his calculator to look busy). What were some of 
the things he did to avoid seeking help? 
 
 
2. Ideally, when should Jackson have asked for help? Why?  
 
 
3. When Jackson finally did ask for help and got it, how did he feel? 
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2018 - Present CONTINUOUS ADVANCEMENT LLC Boise, ID  
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 Chief of Staff (2020- present) 
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program that is described as the model for alternative route for certification 
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 House Manager (2004 – 2008) 
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and five Corps Member Advisors through action plan review, co-classroom observations and 
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teachers 
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